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FINDINGS AMND CONCLUSTONS IN BRRTLR

summary

Purposc-~ This study surveyed the vocational
rehabilitation nceds of the migratory and scasonal faom
worker popualation in the U.8. A national plan Lo mecet

those nceeds was developed, in co-operation with designa-
ted state agencies,

Methodoloay-- Service needs wore determined by
interviewing a random oluscor sample of the U.S. sca-

sonal agricultural worker population, Additional
planning information was gathered by interviews with
rehabilitation counsclors and administrators, and from

staff of other agencics and organizations. Rehabilita-
tion agencies were represented on this study's advisory
committce,

Findings-- An estimated 293,000 farm workers*
arc eligible for vocational rechabilitation (VR) services.
Farm workers' disability rate is three times that of the
general U.S. population. Neaverthelass, farm workers are
less likely than the rest of the ponulation to reccive
VR services. Farm workers receiving VR scrvices are less
likely to be successfully reohabilitated.

Conclusions-~ Relatively high unmet needs
among farm workers arc attributable to "service delivery
barriers" related to special characteristics of that
population,  The barriers could be overcome by state VR
agencies if they augmented their presont service delivery
systems with a systen for farm workers, as described
herein. Adoption of the supplementary cystem could be
encouraged by a federally co-ordinated and funded program
of grants, technical assistance and VR program adjust-—
ments. The next 13 pages briefly describe these f£indings
and conclusions,

Incidence of Disabilities Among Farm Workers

A small but random cluster sample shows that
44.5% of the nation's migratory and secasonal agricul-
tural worker households have one or more disabled
members (X 6.7%, @ .95 level of confidence).

—
Except where otherwise rnoted, the term "farm
worker" is used to mean a migratory or scasonal agricultural
worker, or a member of such a worker®s houschold,

r? :
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31.3% of the hoods of Farm worker houscholds
arc, in their own Judiuent, limited in tho amount or kind
of work they can Jdo bocause of a phvsicaly, montal o>
cmot fonal problen (X 6.3%) ., e comparanle disability
rate among the U.5. population as o whole is 10.6%,

Farm woyker houzcoholds having one or moro
disabled members numbor 300,094 (¢ JDU,?ED durr to con-
flicting population data). AU least 137,313 of those
disabled would ncee VR elj Lginility critoria for emnloy -
ment polosticl,  Inclusion of i sanlod houscewives would
bring the figure to 292,571.

Since none in the goample had reeeived VR
servicos, substantially less than ono pevcent of all
cligible farm workoenrs are ostinated to have reecived VIR
The actual manbor receiving sorvices s wirnown,
because VR case reocords generally do not identify farnm
workers ag such. :

Barricys to Succrssiul Rehabilitation

Mobility, poverty, culture, language and
other spocial characteristics of migratory and seasonal
agricultural workers, in che contex: of U.S. socioty,
tend to isolate disabled farm workers f£rom VR scorvicos.
Those farm workers who do Locome VR clients tend to
benefit less from vR g ervicos, again due to farnm workers!
special characteristics.

Successful closure of farm worker VR cases
can be variously defined.  Mose counsellors with farm
worker clients define successnyul closure in terms of
"status 26" regulirenonts, in which the client completes
a training or troatment plan and is placed in satisfac-
tory emplovient lasting beyond scme specified time.
Some counscllors revort vhat farn worker client cases
are less likely to achicve status 26 closures, due to
special clicent characteristics such as mobi1lity,
langquage or aprarent lack of interest by the' client.
Othexr counsellors revort that attraition during the
placement and follow-up poriod is hicher with farm
workers, so crodit is lost for cases that would have
qudllilﬂd for status 26. Still other counsellors report
no significant differcnces in success rates between farm
workers and other clients.

Use of the status 26 eriterion may mask lowveor
degrees of success with farm worio ¢rs than w;nr other VR
clientele. Counscllors report’ Lhat most farm worker
clients achieving status 26 have be en provided with

H
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medical treatment or restoration services, and thon
returnced to farin work without recciving vocational
training or related services. The client reportedly
accedes easily to plans to return to farm work.
However, farm workers samnnled by IRA would have
preferred to pursuce a different vocation.

Clients who actually profer to return to
farm work arc usually unaware of labor market trends
in agriculturc. Recont projections sugaenst continued
shrinkage of the scasonal labor market due to
crop nechanization and other labor displacing technology.
If a counsecllor docsn't exnlore altoernative training
and vocational plans for the disch 1ud farm worker during
case planning, he might be doing his clie nt a disservice,
in spite of the client's stated preiurgngg fgr farm
work. Developpont of vocational alternatives is Q#LQH
made very difficult by farm workers' neods for basi
education and otnor lang term training. But both
counscllor and client often fail to realize that return
to farm work will mecan increasing unemployment, under-
efaployment, and shrinking individual carnings,

Successfurl rehabilitatiorn is a matter of
degrec, as opposed to the "all or nothing" character

of status 26. If the status 26 clozure rate for fyrm
workers were known, it might exaggerate the effective-
ness of VR services provided such clients, relative

to other VR clientele. 1In any case, closure data on
farm workers cannot be derived from available case
records.

o~y

t

Special characteristics of the farm worker
population, leading to disparities in VR service
delivery and cffectiveness, are summarized in terms of
ten "barriers" to successful rchabilitation.

1.
fgr,miQfatDryr}LA 502 icultural woriers.
Farm workers' limitcd access to and use of medical and
hecalth secrvices tends to reduce the number of referrals
by physicians to VR. Some counscllors fcel that physi-
cians also tend to co-operate less with VR when ovaluate
ing or treating a farm worker VR client,

[htgnd nedical services

2. Lack of other acencv services for the
target pooulation. Although farm workers drgwéiiglbi&
for a number of service programs, they are less likely to
make contact or receive services from aqgencies that
normally refer to VR.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ck of intoraconcy referrals botwveon VR

o 3
and organiziat; provading Vicnn to he paviet

lnfxiwlz 1o Licn, b c)rxJ'L1 M SOYV g DL v Ldrm worsors have
Jittle or no contact with VR, even though roefeorral,
Lraining, treatment or placement agrecments could bhoe
developed.  bBranples found wore PHS M grant lealth proice

t

BOA=~T171-5 grantoes, DOL "Last  Yollow Bus" MDTA contractcor:,

DOL "8ER" Jobs for Progross offices, DOL-OIC projects

gserving migrants, community organizations, unions, and
g e

othoers,

i_,

4. 1
target populati
average annial
membors in IRA! 5 ,.ﬁh
capita carned incomoe 2518, The average total annual
houschold incone was 53,767, the diffeorence being pro-
vided by income Lran#«ui puymant; programs such as APDC,
and miscellancous sources {In~kind employment bone fivs,
and vouchor sube 51y p**rpc‘xnw’lf" such as food stamps, Jre

excluded.) Particivation of a family member in o
plan typically 1MpNoses spe cial costs on the farm worker
houschold, pLanipqlly in the form of lost wanes by the
client and others whe provide the cliont's transportation
or forgo migration during rehnabilitavion. Tenporary

loss of the client's sorvices in the homo (e.g., child
care) are among other such costs.,  Ignoring such costs
during aaau planning may contribute to farm worker
¢lients' high attrition rate.

'I;:"l [
sab led

y;ciuinq a } kA

5. I;arjfgu ace rlﬁk] cultural differences

the target por i 5 neuificiont under~
sltanding beb: "ON COUNS G lors i farm worker clientele
is fuggoqtéd by nigh att;Ltlaﬁ, and hy discrevancies
between IRA survey findings and counscllors!' inpressions
Of clients. Most counscllors of farm workers are
unable to speak thoso ¢l onts' npakbive language., 80% of
the farm worlers intervicwed by IRM spoke Spanish, and
10% spoke almost no Iﬁgll }i Counsellors' lack of
information on farm workers social, cultural, emblovment
and financial bd‘}grDUuM amardr to impede successful
rehabilitation.

of approvriate trainina vroarams
f{‘)l“ turf‘r L Cl LQJ‘.\QI caucatlion or rara Worsers
sampled averag J.4 years. 2% had high school diplomas.

MAppropriate training rosources were lduhlﬂg in communitie

R

DC)L (Uiq_ DL[JL_ af L:J_.mr) prggnmr far I‘.;,lm\ wnrkm"
have since been reorganized, and some have bren discontinued,.

10
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with local concontrations of farm workers, Necodod
resources include bhilingual adult basic cducation
programs, other bilingual-~bicul tural instruction,
programs teaching bnglish as a second lanquage, and pro-
vocational instruction concerning conventional work
habits and cmployment norms in non-agricul tural industyry
and commoreo.

7. Goc icolation and nnblhtw of the
tarqgot orulat 1r311;w“ T V"I i vooulation )
c;\1L_111‘1 Cddotrabut od along J’qu't4f, P r L)tArjg, ; OL concentras-
ted in raral QL?]C;MJE)S, oy reoiding in temporary Ficld
campn.  Disabled farmm workers e xuently do not have acooss
to personal or vublic transportation.  The immediate
financial needs described abovo, along with high uncmployv-
ment rates at home base aroas (us;imuLQ’ at 16%) , encourage
seasonal migration in cearch of work., Migration is 1ike 11y
to occur cven at the expense of service delivery continuity
and asso¢iated long-range benefits.

| y in the rehabilita-
PrOCess, 5 which L1nst lntn'ml:lgr of seasonal
EmPBéDmWHL e more 7*“m1” to be lest, particularly if
training or treatment is not actually in progress when

the scason stavts. This is espaecially true of house-
holds thot must migrate in order to tind scasonal employ-
ment.

i J\

9. Administrative disincentives fqrfmaxliuﬂ
rchabilitaticn of & L_cliencele,  Counscllors gonore
are quite avarae or ral und state agency interest in
recording the most rehagllltatiaz per unit of agency
expenditure. Counsellors strive to maintain favorable
status 206 closure rafés, and to limit the average diracct
cost cxpenditure per 5¢ by th@Lr agency.  The impact of
those intentives on re ;rultmﬂnt of disabled farm worker
cllenLelcn and on eligibility determinations for farm
workers, 1s not clear. Some counsellors do beliave

farm workers to be more difficult to rehabilitate in
terms of status 26 requirements. Local social attitudes
and interagency relationships also avpear to discourage
or preveht some counsellors from serving disabled farm

workers.,

Case planning f@r ETngb]c farm workers is
clearly affected by counsecllors' cost conscioucness.
Counscllors usually perceive thé only feasihle vocational
objective to be return to farm work. More ambitious
tralnznq plans are often felt to be prohibitively costly,
given farm workers' limited formal education and other
special wharacteristics. Counsellors' decisions to
rehabilitate clients by returning them to the fields are

11
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someltinmes encouraged by othor factors, such as migsinlor-
mation about the farm labor markot, mi sundoerstanding of
clionts' aspirvations, lack of suitablo training resoukces,
local social attitudes, and di fiicultics in counselling
favm workoers,

10, Limits of rosources
5 i1r1ri povehothoraoonl o » A
GROSLIC anstrnaents Lrequently are not valid for vhea-
tional i)VﬂllhlLlCnl of farm workers, Alcao, 12% of .-
disablod in TEAt cample ropoertod ciiotional or rolatown
prolrlems; Lam workers' culture and langnage make treathent
difficulte,

Policy Cor

Target Population Prioritv-- Prosent VR U®1JFY
is that farm v are just as entitled to VR services
as other people, and that farm workors are evaluated and
served on an individual basis without spocial censidera-
tion of their farm worker status, Howover, the state/
federal VR progran has not generally accommodated the.
special needs of disabled farm workers, .and sarvice

delivery barricers to farm workers have rosulted., Lu\g“=s
has shown some interest in the spacial necds of isahled

farm workers, but no clear mandete presently ox 1st5 to
proyvide eqUJtuule VR service delivery to them. IRAN did
not Eﬁp]@] any possible legal implications of presony
service delivery disparities. It appears that the rela-
tive priority of disabled farm workers ic an issue that
remains to be scttled.

Present VR emphasis on serving se orcly dis
abled eclients could ecither enhanco or hinder services LD
the farm worker population, depending upon ch severity
were defined. However, ocmphasis on the severely dis-
abled is unlikely to increase scrvices to farm WOXKCrs,
unless accompanied by a program to reduce the service
delivery barricrs described above.

Eligibility Pocuirenents-- Counsecllors uniformly

state that a client is eligiblc Tor VR if he has (1) a
disability which (2) posecs a substantial handicap to
employment, and (3) the client is likely to achiecve
gainful employment as a result of VR services. Interpre~
tation of eligibility requirements varies from casc to
case and from counsellor to ccun%elléf 74% of the dis-
abled heads of houschold in TRA' sample were partially
disabled; i..., their plDdU:LlVlty in the fields was
subst anL;ally limited by a disapility, but they continued
to cngage in field work, At lcast some counscllors
alrcady consider such disabilities to qualify under .

12
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provision (2), above, IRA used that interpretation when
es timat ing the number of farm workoers eligible for VR.

Faim Worker Status—- Presently migrating field
vorkers constituted a subgroup within IRA's sample. The
remainder of the sample consisted of other kinds of
seasona l agzricultural workers or members of their immediate
hovsezho 1ds. Included were nigrants and others who were
carrent ly unenploved in agriculture, but had engaged in
seasona 1 woxk within the last five yecars., Practically
al 1 were Jow income.

The above~average disability rates, and the
special population characteristics related to VR service
de livery baxriers (except mobility) characterized the
entire sample. Non-migrant farm workers included in
IR2A's sample need special VR services just as nuch as
migrants do (cxcept for accommodation of seasonal mobility).
the propoxtion of the t target y>opulation that is not
cu::rtznt_ly migrating May lncrease as crop mechanization
increases.

DEflﬁH“lf} ?e‘xﬂhgl itati on-- Given seasonal
agxicul tuxrad Tusor m. “snrindage, the long-term earring
potential of many fazm walk\:r cl mméle might be higher
if they were trained fozx other vocations, instead of being
rehabilitated to return to farm work. In such cases
VR can offer different degrees of rehabilitation, wh;c
the cuwrrent status 26 statistics do not measure. Increased
YR emphasis on prepazing farm vozkers for other occupa-
tions would be more consistent with fnzrent DOL farm
vwoxker progyram priorities.

Sexvices to Non-Disabled Family “ﬁmbbrt’——
Incre ased fanily c:ouﬁt;@;i;ng,, r1cierrals of famiry
renbe 15 to other services, and involvenent of the fa ly
in ¢l dent rehabilitation and plaming, all might work to
redice attrition and unsatisfactorv closure rates.
Current legislation allows trangportation cinense reim-
bursenerat and otler services to rnon~disabled family
rercbe 25, at least for farm workess served under special
nigrant (;’.Dx’l)\fR ronies. The legislation appears ambiguous
about whether income maintemance annd training services
might also be extendad o non~disabled members of a
disabled farn vorker*s immediate fanily. Such a policy
would crzhance the long-tern henafits of VR to the
disabled farm vorker clioent. The volicy might also reduce
case attrition, and incyrease tho J,L]\c“ll hood of successful
xehabdlitation of the disabled farm worker client.

Findanei Ing_Proaramg to Reduon Service Delivery

Burricrs-= Expansion of VIZ Gervices o Larh Workors could

-

13
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be accomplished either through recallocation of existing
general program menies spent by certain state VR agencies,
or by providing special purposo grants or other carmarked
"90~10" grants. While some states have made an effort

to hire more Spanish-speaking cou cllors, voluntary
reallecation of general program monies by the states
appcars unlikely.

The most feasible funding mechanism appears
to be federal grants under section 304 of the Rehabil ita-
tion At of 1973, RSA could reallocate 304 monies, to
increase grants authorized by sub=scction 304(c).  Given
present authdrization, and assuming future appropriations
at least at present levels, RSA may allocate up to
$5,000,000 per year for 304(c) grants to states, comparcd
to the $6685,000 presently required by law.

Congressional action c¢ould increase the amount
of 304 money RSA is required to spend under 304(c), if
they incrcased the prosently required 59 carmarking level.
A general increase in 304 appropriations would, of course,
also increase minimum requirced spending under sub -
scction 304 (c). However, to be nmest effoctive, the
initiative to expand 304(c) scrvices to farm workers
probably nceds to come from within the . Administration
itself,

: State 304(c) grantees might be induced or
raguired to continue farm worker scrvice projects with
general program monics, f£following terminabion of +he 90-10
grant period. This and other aspects o a national
expansion effort night be better accomplished if 304 (c)
grants wexe administered and nonitored centrally by a
progran speclalist in Washington, D.C., instead of being
delegated out to Assistant Regional Commissioners'
offices.

=l e B o

A Service Delivery System for Farm Workors

The following elenents of a service delivery
system are propos-d for RSA's consideration and further
study. Additional rofinemont, including cost~effoctiveness
estimates, are beyond tho scope of this report. The
plan asgunes that cost—ef foctivoncess and cquity considera-
tions would make inereased yrohabilitation of handicapped
farm workers a desirable goal, glven present levels of
appropriations to RSA.

7 The system would be national in scope. It
would consist mainly of units within sclected state VR

11




agencies. In addition, there would be a unit within RSA,
a group of Outreach Unlts operated by local farm worker
scrvice organizations, and a national teiaph@ne referral
unit, The system ;ﬂltlally would be financed by a cen-
trally co-ordinated series of grants authorized under
sub-section 304 (c) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
Grant awards would be canL;ngan upon commitments by
state agencies to continue their projects with general
program monics after grant funds xan out. Other sources
of funds might be reauired to support the RSA unit and
the national telephone referral unit.

Federal Policy-- Numerical goals for farm
worker case closures would be set for state VR agencies,
based on farn worker population distribution. Farm
workers with partial disabhilities would be included
within existing eligibility criteria. Farm workers would
be defined to include any members of a household in which
someone had cngaged in seasonal agricultural emplayment
within the past five years, subject to household income
restrictions. Emphasis would be placed on vocations
- enabling clicnt households to settle out of the seasonal
work force, as well as on serving farm workers with no
feasible potential for other VQCQEJDE;.( Non-disabled
members of a disabled farm worker's household would be
eligible to receive social work, :EfELlaL, income main-
tenance, training and placement services (assuming appropri-
ate legislative authority).

RSA Farm Worker Unit-- Functions of the unit
would include the following.

(a) Selicit and process applications, and award grants
to state VR agen:ies, to initiate participation in
the farm worker service delivery system.

(b) Solicit and process applications, and award grants
to local farm worker service organizations, to
function as Outreach Units,

(e) Monitor and evaluate grantee performance, and renew
grants accordingly,

(d) Provide information and technical assistance services
to grantces and other qualified disabled farm worker
service projects.

(e) Co-ordinate with other federal programs and agencics.

(£)  Recommand program and policy modifications, including
legislative modifications,

ek
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The unit staff would include a qualified farm worker
program specialist. Technical assistance and field evalua-
tion services would be contracted out to the extent
required,

State Planning Unlt=— I'unctions of the unlt
would include the following.

i

(a) Plan and conduct feasibility studies to establish
local Sexrvice Units for disabled farm vworkers.

(b} Develop service co-ordination agreements with local
farm worker service organizations to operate Dutzcach
Units.

(c} Develop grant applications for Local Service Units
and Outreach Units,

(d) Hire and train Local Service Unit staff.

(e} Promote development of local, regional or state
training resources for disabled farm workers, to the
extent such resources are lacking for Local .
Service Units.

(f) Monitor and report on act;v;t;év of Local Service o
Units

Local Service Unit: User/Settling-out Sites--
User/settling-out sites are typically rural and Semi-
urban areas where the agricultural work force is augmented
by seasonal midrants from other areas. Included would
be northern and midwestern states (e.g. ;» Michigan, New
Jersey, Oregon, and others), as well as Eeftalﬂ regions
within some scuthern and vwestern states (e. g., California,
North Carolina, Texas and others). (C.£f. Appendix A.)
At user sites, most of the target population resides there
temporarily, anywhere from a couple of weeks to a couple
of months oxr more. Often, some of that transient population
attenmpts to settle out of the migrant stream, to become
permanent residents of the user arca. Functions of the
local scrvice unit would include the fDllDWgng.
o
(a) TIncrease referrals of disabled farm workers to local
VR offices.

(b) Accapt or assist with cases in progress referred by
VR offices in other communities or states.

(¢) During peak population seasons: provide evaluation
and initial case planning or counselling services to
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recently referred farm workers.

(d) During peak population seasons: provide limited,
short-term treatment services, to the extent that
clients' immediate ecarning opportunities are not
impaired.

(e) During peak population seasons: provide referrals
to VR facilities in migrants' home base communities,
or in communities along major stops in migrants'
seasonal itineraries.

(f) During peak population seasons: explore with
transient farm worker clients the possibility of
settling out locally, as part of an alternative
case plan.

{(g) Immediately after peak population seasons: provide
short-term treatment services to transient clientele
willing to delay leaving; provide referrals to VR
facilities in migrants' home base communities, or
in communities along major stops in the itinerary,
to provide for follow-up vocational training and
placement services.

(h) During off-seasons: provide counselling, planning,
treatment, training, and social services to settling
out and other local seasonal agricultural workers
and their families. ’

(i) During off-seasons: promote development of needed
training facilities for disabled farm workers, in
co-oxdination with other community elements.

Outreach, recruitment, evaluation and social services would
be delivered in co-ordination with an Outreach Unit. The
Local Service Unit would be staffed by especially qualified
and trained VR counsellor(s). Social services would be
provided by an especially qualified and trained social
worker, either on staff or on consultantship, or on the
staff of the Outreach Unit., The counsellor would be

houscd reasonably close to the target population, probably
at either a VR office or at the offices of the Outreach
Unit. Qualificd receptionist services would be provided,
The counsellor(s) would be supervised both by the local

VR supervisor and by the State Planning Unit. The Local
Service Unit would have a special budget for training and
income maintenance expenses of farm worker cases.

local Scrvice Unit: Home Base Sites --

lome base sitcs have both non-migrating scasonal workers,
and migrants who stay at home during off scasons. Major

A7
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home bases are located in Arizona, California, rlorida,
New Mexico, Puerto Rico and Texas. Settling out of
seasonal farm work in home bases occurs two ways:
alternative local employment is found, or the houschold
(all or part) out-migrates permanently to another
community with the hope of finding employment. Home
bases are characterized by high structural un emp loyment

» and poverty. Functions of the Local Service Unit would
include the following.

(a)

(b)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(1)

Increase referrals of disabled farm workers to local
VR offices.

Accept or assist with cases in progrecss referred
by VR officesin other communities or states.

. During local work seasons: provide evaluation and

initial ‘case planning or counselling services to
farm worker referrals.

During local work seasons: provide limited short-
term treatment services to the extent that immediate
earning opportunities are not. impaired,

During off-scasons (e.g., certain winter periods):
provide counselling, planning, treatment, training,
and social services to migrant clientele while they
are at home and out of work.

During periods of seasonal out-migration: provide
such services to non-migrating farm worker clientele.

During periods of seasonal out-migration: promote
development of needed training facilities for disabled
farm wvorkers, in co-ordination with other community
elecments.

To the extent that needed training facilities will
not be provided otherwise, work with the State Plan-
ning Unit to develop VR-operated training programs
well suited to the needs of disabled farm workers.
(E.g., pre-vocational training.)

Co-ordinate with VR offices in other communities
or states, to arrange training or placement for
clients wishing to out-migrate permanently.

Administrative arrangements would be similar to those for
units serving user/settling-out sites.

Outrcach Unit: Local Farm Workexr Service

Organizations-- The Outreach Unit could be operated by a

18
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local migrant service agency or incorporated community
organization, or by the local VR office. The former would
likely require lower costs per case, and would provide a
useful degree of flexibility in promoting locally nceded
training facilities for disabled farm workers., Functions
of the Outreach Unit would include the following,

(a) Preliminary screening at farm worker population sites
to detect farm workers apparently eligible for VR
services,

(b) Preliminary information and counselling services to
apparently eligible farm workers.

(c¢) Authorization and arrangement of medical evaluations
of apparently eligible farm workers,

(d) Referral to the Local Service Unit,

(e) Provision of transportation services as nceded.

(£) Optional: provision of social services and family
' - cownselling and referral services, in co-ordination
with the Local Service Unit.

(g) Optional: provision of evaluation and, when authorized
by the Local Service Unit, selected treatment services.
(E.g., the Outreach Unit might be operated by a PHS
migrant health project granteec.) '

(h)  Promotion, advocacy, or organization of needed |
training resources suitable for disabled farm workers.

The Outreach Unit activities would be co-ordinated

closely with those of the Local Service Unit. Numerical
goals would be set on an annual or seasonal basis for

case referrals and evaluations, subject to the approval

of the State Planning Unit, Basic grants would be awarded
by the RSA Farm Worker Unit in conjunction with grants

~awarded the state VR agancy. The state VR agency grantee

would provide additicnal support for the Qutreach Unit.
State support would be on a cost-plus~-fee-per-case basis,
up to a set maximum. Outreach Units, whether operated by
a local private non-profit organization, another agency,
or the VR agency itself, would be required to have a policy
board with a fixed minimum proportion of farm workers.
That board would also be advisory to the lLocal Service
Unit,

National Telephone Referral Unit-~ The unit's

stafl would includc especlally qualiiicd and trained
counsellor(s). Inward and outward wide arca telephone
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sexrvice (WATS) would be maintained, with one telephone
number disseminated nationally to all farm worker clicntele
through their counscllors. The grantce opcerating the unit
could be one of thae participating state agencics., Func-
tions of the National Telephone Referral Unit would

include the following.

(a) Assist farm worker VR clients in re-establishing
service delivery, particularly after they have
rclocated.

(b) Assist farm worker VR clients in obtaining short-
term non-VR services from agencies in their area
during crises while in transit. (E.g., emergency
food and medical service referral.)

(c} Provide follow-up services for such referrals, with
the assistance of VR staff in the client's area.

(d) Compile and maintain a national referral directory
of VR offices, also identifying Local Service Units
and Outreach Units of the farm worker VR service
delivery systen.

(e) Compile and maintain a directory of emergency and
other non-VR services for farm workers (based on
information obtainable from the Juarez-Liacoln
migrant program and other programs and agencies) .,

(£) Regularly disseminate updated directories to Local
Service Units and Outreach Units of the farm worker
VR service delivery system.

(g) Assist counsellors in maintaining follow-up contact
with farm worker clients.

The above plan incorporates recommended objcc-
tives for RSA and State VR Agencics, as suggested by IRA's
findings and conclusions. Training for counsellors would
focus on counselling practices recommended herein.

-,
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Migratory and Seasonal Agricultural Warkersl

The people who earn their livings as seasonal
farm workers appear to be the poorest of the nation's
working noor. They are variously estimated to number
anywherc from 600,000 to 5,000,000 (including depen-
dents), although no definitive demographic data have
been available. While farm workers in general earn
an average of $1,580 per vear, the income of seasonal
agricultural workers, earning most or all of their
income from such work, is unknown.

They are generally employed as manual
laborers by several growers each year, for harvests
and other labor-intensive phases of certain fruit,
vegetable and other crops. Many such jobs are
extremely demanding physically, requiring prolonged
stooping, crawling, crouching or walking, often in
very hot or cold weather, '

The people who make their livings from
seasonal agricultural employment generally live in
poverty-stricken rural areas. About one-third of
them migrate away from home each year, to find
temporary seasonal work in communities outside their
home county or state. Roughly one-third of those
., migrants cross state lines each year. Most are
members of racial or ethnic minorities: Blacks,
Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Native Americans, Mexicans
(i.e., citizens of Mexico), Filipinos, and others.
Migrants' annual itineraries tend to be within one
of three major "streams": the east coast stream,
based in Florida; the west coast stream, based in
California; and the largest, the mid-continent stream
based in south Texas. The total number of migrants
has been variously estimated to be between 170,000
and over 1,000,000.

While the great majarity of seasonal workers

are U.S. citizens, their:living and working conditions
are well below*conventional standards for this country.

1
_ More detailed information is presented in
Appendix B,
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Migrants' conditions tend to be worse than other farm
workers' Common problems include pesticide poisoning,
injury and death by farm machinery, child labor law
violations, and emplover-provided housing lacking
normal insulation, water and sanitation. As a group,
agricultural workers have generally been partially

or wholly excluded from the usual protections offered
by federal and state laws governing fair labor stand-
ards, minimum wage and collective bargaining rights.
Within workers' families, low income is associated
with sub-standard housing, high rates of untreated
chronic and arute health and medical problems,
relative isolation from public service agencies, and
relatively short life spans.

The poor who depend on seascnal farm work
are generally unable to find and qualify for non-
agricultural employment. They suffer from structural
unemployment and under=-employment, which limits their
earning power. They typically have less than a
grammar school education, have little if any “=~cognized
job skills, suffer from low social status duc to
racial or ethnic minority, and live in communities
with above-average rates of unemployment. Their
relative lack of wage bargaining power makes them
especially attractive to agricultural emplovers.

Large agricultural producers have tradi-
tionally obtained seasonal labor outside the general
U.S. labor market. Besides hiring otherwise unemployed
poor, growers employ students, housewives, and foreign
citizens. Continued reliance on workers from Mexico
and other countries with low costs of living has
further depressed wages paid domestic seasonal
agricultural workers.

In recent years, agricultural technology
has exacerbated structural unemployment among the poor
who depend upon scasonal farm work. New developments
include horticulture and mechanical harvesting
techniques. The poor have been displaced more than
other seasonal workers (such as students). In the
period from 1965 through 1971, over one-half the
migrant work force has stopped migrating, apparently
because of jobs lost to harvest mechanization.

For more than thirty years, federal officials
and legislators have held re-occurring investigatians
of seasonal farm workers' living and working conditions.
However, action was not taken until the 1960's when
attempts to unionize farm workers gained strength.

Much of the efforts at reform during the 1960's were
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associated with passage of the Lconomic Opportunity
Act. Since that decade, the movement toward reform

has subsided, leaving little hard evidence that

special governmental acticn had any recal effect on farm
workers. The limits of the impact of special programs
are attributed to insufficient spending, lack of
inter-agency co-ordination, and failure to eliminate
many of the previnusly legislated exemptionsg of
agriculturc from other labor laws. '

Rehabilitation Services for Disabled Migrants

In 1967 the Vocational Rehabilita+ion Act
was ammended to authorize special projects to rehabili-
tate handicapped migratory farm workers. Responsi-
bility for the program was given to the Rehabilitation
Services Administration (RSA), U.S. Dept. of Health
Education and Welfare. State rechabilitation acancies
were to apply to RSA for funding of local "migrant"
projects.

Authority for the projects was provided by
Section 17 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act.
As it turned out, Coagress never included Section 17
in any of its appropriations for vocational rehabilita-
tion, so the migrant program was never implemented.
R5A attributed Cougressional inaction to "lack of
~information identifying the unique grablems inherent
in serving the migrant population."-

Interest in handicapped migrants persisted
within RSA. It was assumed that migrants had an
above-average rate of disabilities, somewhere between
10 and 15 per cent. Yet, virtually none were being
treated under the regular vocational rehabilitation
program.

RSA felt that few migrants received rehabili-
tation services, and that few of those recciving

2
This section is based primarily on background
information supplied the Project Director by RSA personncl, SRS
guidelines issued for this Project, legislative documents, and
Congressional personnel interviewed by the Project Director.

3 .

Memorandum to SRS Pegional Commissioners, from
James F. Garrett, Assistant Administrator, SRS/ORD, and Edward
Newman, Commissioner, RSA, May'5, 1972; p. 2 of the attached
"Grant Guidelines for Comprchensive Vocational Rchabilitation
Services for Migratory Agricultural Workers,"
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services were actually rchabilitated. It was estimateg
that during che fiscal year (FY) 1970, botween 550

and 660 disaobled migrants received vocational
rehabjlitation (VR) services, but only between 165

and 175 were rehabilitated.

RSA explained its fiailure as follows:

- .+ . this target population is highly
mobile. . ., which produces a scrics of
complex problemns in the delivery of services

to the disabled migrant and his family, par-
ticularly in tracking down the disabled
individual.

Tt was alsc felt that other service delivery problems
might exist, such that "their social, economic, and
political problems and their unique life style posc
serious obstacles which merit special consideration
and attention. . . ."4

Despite Congress' decision not to fund
Section 17, other funds were used to support three,
state-operated local projects specifically designed
to rehabilitate migratory or seasonal farm workers.
RSA also moved to establish a research and demonstra-
tion progrem for migrants, based on the assumptinn
that a comprehensive, family-oriented approach would
help overcome service delivery barriers. IRA
received support to conduct the initial research
phases of the program, in cooperation with designated
state agenclies. This Report is the result of that
effort. a

While the study was in progress, Congress
changed its position on funds for handicapped migrants.
In the new Rehabilitation Act signed into law in
1973, Section 17 was eliminated. Instead, Title III
of the new Act authorized projects for any of a number
of special populations, including migran‘s and, for
the first time, seasonal farm workers. Largely as a
result of preliminary findings from this study, the
new Act earmarked a minimum of 5% of all Section 304
appropriations for seasonal farm workers. In effect,
RS5A was given a new Congressional mandate to begin
expanding services to migratory and seasonal farm workers.

e
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In addition, other possible funding sources were
Title I Part "B" monies, Title I Part "C" "expansion monies,"
Title II rescarch and training funds, and "IGA monies"
involving joint funding with other federal programs.

Interstate Resecarch Associates

IRA's interest in migratory and scasonal farm
workers dates back to the formation of the organization
in 1968. IRA was incorperated as a non-profit research
and consulting firm by, perzons committed to resolving
problems facing Chicano comaunities and other communities
of rural or Spanish-speaking poor. IRA has sustained
itself primarily by providing paid training and technical
assistancc scrvices to governmental agencies and grantees
with programs in health, education, manpower training and
development, housing, or economic development serving low-
income populations. In addition, IRA has provided
technical scrvices to local, regional, and national advocates
for Spanish-speaking minorities.

The Problem

The purposes of the proiect were specified by
grant guidelines issued by SRS and RSA. The Project
served a general goal: to "develop, demonstrate, and imple-
ment a comprehensive vocational rehabilitation service
delivery system tailored to the needs of handicapped 5
migratorv agricultural workers and members of their families."~
IRA was asked to survey the vocational rehabilitation needs
of the migrant farm worker population, and develop a national
plan to meet those needs, 1n cooperation with designated
state agencies.

attributed to "lack of information identifying the

unigque problems inherent in serving the migrant popula-
tion," guided conceptualization of the Project. The primary
focus of the Project was on isolating unmet needs for
services, and barriers to service delivery, analyzed in

—— = i e e = = — = — — — e e = ==

5

Ibid., pp. 1-2.

6
Letter from Garrett and Newman (July 3, 1972), in
IRA files.
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terms of specific implications for practice and VR pro=~
gram planning.

Related Literature and Research

Target Population

Previous attempts to study disabled migratory
and seasonal farm workers have depended upon non-
probabalistic techniques. There had been several
attempts to describe qualitatively the kinds of dis-
abilities and service delivery barriers likely to be
problematic. However, there had been no reliable
basis for estimating the size of the populations needing
or receiving rehabilitation services. The distribution
of related population characteristics likewise had not
been reliably estimated.

Hearing testimony leading to passage of
the Migrant Health Act in 1962 dealt extensively with
the kinds of acute and chronic medical and health
- conditions observed among migratory farm workers.
That testimony was preceded by other hearings over
a twenty-year period that_often touched upon unmet
health and medical needs.’ Progress- reports- of the
Migrant Health Project reaffirmed the widespread
existence of unmet medical and health service needs
among migrants. Lindsay and Johnston have discussed
the implications for medical and health service

~—
C.f., "Federal Policy," Appendix B.
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o £,9,10,11
delivery.

Reul addressed herself specifically to
disabled migratory agricultural workers, stressing
the multiplicity of economic and social problems likely
to affect the migrant family.l Her rescarch is
based largely on participant-observer and clinical
case studies, which form the basis for her conclusions
about the problematic socio=-cultural consequences of
migration,13

While no Census data have been compiled
on the target population as such, a 5% sample from
the 1970 Census does suggest that migratory and
seasonal agricultural workers may have above-average
disability rates. Respondents were asked about work
disabilities and occupational category and status.
Farm workers were listed, although with no distinc-
tion between seasonal and vear-round employees.
Twelve per cent of the males employed as farm workers,
between the ages of 18 and 64, reported themselves
disabled. This compared with 8-1/2% for all occupa-
tional categories combined. Virtually all of the

8

H. L. Johnston, "Migrant Health Program Statisties,”
unpublished working paper prepared for the Migrant liealth
Project, U.S. Public Health Service, Rockville, Md4., September, 1970.
. ' i’_‘h

*

9

H. L. Jchnston, New Directions Under the Migrant
Health Act (Atlantic City: PNational Conference on Social Work,
1965) ..

10
J. R. Lindsay and H. L. Johnston, "Meeting the

Hospital Association, 1965.

fts 11
J. R, Lindsay and H. L. Johnston, "Review of
Migrant Health Goals and Activities," paper read before the
Second North Carolina State Migrant Conference, Reidsville, N.C.
April 29, 1966.

12
Myrtle R. Reul, "A Review of the Migrant as a
Rehab Client," Rehabilitation Record, vol. 10, no. & (Novembexr-
December, 1969}, pp. 1-7..

13 o |
Reul, The Migration Episode and Its Consequences
(East Lansing, Michigan: Center for Rural Manpowcr and
Public Affairs, Michigan State University, 1972).
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12.1% were partially disabled and were still working.

No disability rates were given for unemployed farm workers,
thereby missing the totally disabled population.

However, the unemployed as a whole were found to have
higher disability rates.l4 More detailed data are
available for some states, due in part to a series of
studies fundcd by DOL on unemployment and disability
insurance.

Earlier studies of the migrant population
have been unable to overcome sampling problems associa-
ted with poor_ documentation of ever-changing geocgraphic
distribution,16/ I Sampling problems have been
complicated by disagreement over definition of the
population at risk, implicit in the conflicting
Ellﬁlbllty requirements for DOL, OEQ, PHS, and OE
migrant service programs, and 1n:@mpatlble defini-
.tional categories used for statistical research by
DOL/RMS, USDA/SRS, and USDA/ERS.

Other statistical data dealing with migrants
generally pertains only to those who happen to have
been contacted by some service program, rather than
both the served and the unserved of the population
at large. Examples include the data produced by the

14
U.S., Bureau of the Census, Census of Population:
1970: Subject Reports: Final Report PC(2)=6C: Persons with
Work Disability (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, January, 1973), pp. 54,.57, 60, 63, 66, 69, 72, 75.

C.f. "References," pp. 36-37,

16
IRA Summary Perort: PEBSI 1970, Richard J.
Bela, Project Direcctor; [report of the migrant component of
the Program Evaluation by Summer Interns' Project] (Washington,
D.C.: Interstate Research Associates, (1971) ).

17
Unpublished study in progress as of May, 1973,
conducted for the Assistant Sccretary for Program Planning &
Education, U.S. Dept., of Health, Education and Welfare, by
Development Associates, Inc., 1521 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C., 1972-3,

18 _
C.f. Appendix "B".




Migrant Rescarch Project and the Migrant Division of
OEO (latexr DoOL). 19,20

The Migrant Labor Health Project in the Lower
Snake River valley of Idaho and Oregon addressed
itself specifically to the need for VR services.
Funded as an SRS demonstration praject, they restricted
their services to physical examinations and referrals
as they took note of the kinds of disabilities found.
among their non-systematically selected sample of
client-patients. They reported that needs among
mlgrqnts for health and medical treatment and VR
services were relatlvely limited.?21l However, one of
the co-authors stated in a telephone interview
several years later that pressure from the local
medical community may have adversely affected the
validity of that f£inding.

Few studies consider migratory and non-
migratory seasonal farm workers together as a target
p@pulatlcn. However, the larger population of all
low-income rural residents has been studied e ‘tensively.
One of RSA's Institutes focused on the "disabled
disadvantaged in a rural setting,"22

VR Services for Migratory and Seasonal Farm Workers

- There appears to be no published research

19
Migrant Research Project: Annual Report, 1970 (Silver
Spring, M4d.: Manpower Evaluation & Develapment Institute, 1971).

20
U.S., Comptroller General, Report to Congress: Imoact
of Federal Programs to Improve the L;v;nﬂ igﬂQlLl@ﬁaréf Mlgrant and
chér‘ugﬂfﬂﬁal Fsrmwa*}ﬁIQE Department of Agriculture, Dspartment of
Héalth, EﬁUCaEl@ﬂ and wglfake. D5uarpnént o: Labor, Office of Economic
pportunity (3-177486; Washington, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting
folce, }Cbmdry 6, 1973).

21
L.J. Petarson, Mquant Labor Health Project: Lower fnahe

River Valley-~Idaho and Oredon (Boise: Idaho State Dept. of Health).

22

Report from the Study Group on Vocational Rehabilitation
of the Disabled Dl“aﬂVuﬂtagéd in a Rural satt;nq, Raymond H. Simmons,
ﬁhalrmgn, and John D. Hutchinson, Univ. Co-ordinator and Editor, Eighth
Institute on Rehabilitation Services, St, Louis, May 17-20, 1970 (Infor-
mation Memorandum RSA-IM=71-46; waghlngtan D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, Rehabilitation
Sexrvices Administration), Includes bibliography.
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repartlng or estimating the actual ﬁxtent of VR

services provided the target population, 23,24

In the absence of data on the currcent impact of scervices
on the target population, survey research offers a
rather costly but valid means of assessing that impact.
Evaluation of a variety of service programs for

migrants through survey research was utilized by

Bela for the PEBSI project funded by HEW/ASPE.Z° Nagi's
survey research on the impact of VR and other programs
on the general public was in progress at the time of

the present IRA Project. His study also uses defini-~
tions and classifications of disabilitics, and measures
their extent among the general public, thereby

providing a cross-section of the U.S. population

could be compared with IRA's target population,26

Reports of RSA institutes include suggestions
for improving various kinds of VR services. One, of the
most relevant was on the disabled disadvantaged in a
rural setting,?’7 The literaturc suggests that disabled
migratory and seasonal farm workers are likely to be
relatively difficult clients to rehabilitate. There is

23

Characteristics of Clients Rehabilitated in riscal
Eaaf$7;556§1970 Federal- ﬁtafe chaficﬂil Rehe ijlﬁijigﬂ, ' B
Program, preparcd by Division of Honitoring and Program Analysis,
Statistical Analysis and Systems Branch (DHEW Publication No.
(SRS) 72-25402; Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Health,
Education and Welfare, Social and REhabilitation Service,
Rehabilitation Services Administration).

24
State Data Book: Federal-State Vécatléﬂal Rehabili-
tation Program: Fi Eal Year 1970, prepared by Division of Monitoring
and Program Analysis, Statistical Analysis and Systems Branch (SES)
=72-25403; Ua;hingt@h, D.C. U.S. Dept. of Health, Education and
Welfare, Social and Rehabllltatlcn Serviece, Rehabllitat;an
Services Administration).

Saad Z. Nagil, "Service Organizations and the Public:

A Research Proposal" (Columbus, Ohio: July, 1972). (Mimcographed).
27

C.f. "References," pp. 37-38.
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rapid shrinkage in their labor markat,zg such that
merely restoring or treating clients to return to farm
work is no longer a LGuLlﬂQly acceptable vocational
objective for VR case plans. National Migrant Worker
Programs authorized by FDA~III -B, MDTA/E&D, and CETA-303,
will probably be focusing pr;marlly on training and
preparing migratory and seasonal farm workers for "stable
year-round employment providing an income above the
poverty level. . .", and only sccondarily will be
providing supportive and_ameliorative services to the
present farm work force.“? The target population's

need for alternative melaymenL and its relative lack
of suitable education and training, would tend to
requlxa relatively intensive VR counselling and training,

34

in addition to indicated LQELGLathn or other treatment,30,31

The current VR agency statistical performance measures
appear to value quantity of low cost rchabilitations
over intensive efforts with difficult cases, thus
suggesting the need for case weighting procedures
designed to remove dl'*lﬂCEﬂthQS to providing intensive

28
C.f. "Labor Market Shrinkage," Appendix B, pp. 124-27.

29
"Strategy Paper for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker
Programs," unpublished staff working paper from the U.S. Dept., of
Labor, n.d. [Typewritten and duplicated, approximately early 1974.)
[p. 4.]

30
C.f. appendix BE.

31

Present trends for some migrants to settle-out in
or near urban industrial arcas were discussad in terms of
employment, economic and social difficulties by [Bela, Cortés and
Porter], The Chicanp Micrant Farm Worker Community in Texas, the
Great Lakes States and Florida (Washington, D.C.: Interstate
Research Ass sociates, Ecbluﬂﬁj, 1972), pp. 44-47. The depth of
counsclling and financial support needed to facilitate a smooth
transition might be suggzsted by research findings dating from
1958, by Lyle-W. Shannon, Robert pMcGinnis and Thomas J. Scheff,
at the University of Wisconsin, concerning assimilation of migrant
workers,
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training services to the target population client.Bg'BB
The availability of suitable training programs already
training non-disabled migratory and seasonal farm
workers suggests expansion of local VR inter-agency
relationships for referral, evaluation, training, and
placement to,include such programs. 34

32 .
State Vocational Rehabilitation Agencv: Fact
Sheet Booklet: Fiscal Year 1971 (Information Wemarazdun\ "A~TIH-
72-45; Washington, D.C.: USDHEW/SRS/RSA, January 20, 1972).
Performance of state VR agencies is compared in terms of federal
funds expended, types of programs, number of cases, success
rates, cost per rehabilitation, per capita expenditures; and
similar characteristics. 2

33
Ronald Conley, "Weighting Case Closures:
Concepts, Problems," Rehabilitation Record, Vol. 14, no. 5
(September-October, 1973), pp. 29-33; and John H. ioble, Jr.,
"Actuarial System for Weighting Case Closures," Rehabilitation
Record, Vol. 14, No. 5 (September-October, 1973), pp. 34-37,

34

Programs claiming some success with vocational
training of migratory and seasonal agricultural workers for
other occupations include the following: certain Opportunity
Industrialization Centers (0IC's), formerly funded by DOL and
now supported by local organizations and agencies, including
revenue sharing; some EOA-III-B grantees listed in U.S.,
Executive Office of the President, Office of Economic Opportunity,
Migrant Division, OEO Proqrams fcr Mlnrant and Seasonal Farm
Workers (Washington, D.C.: n.d. ), and which are now administered
by DOL; contractors to the DOL National Migrant Farm Worker
Program ("Last Yellow Bus Praject“) funded by MDTA discretionary
monies; DOL funded Jobs for Progress, Inc., grantees (ProjectSER).
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The Research Setting

The Project was national in scope. Project
headquarters were at IRA's Rio Grande Valley Office in
Edinburg, Texas, in the midst of the nation's largest home
base of seasonal migrants. Multi-county primary sampling
units drawn for the survey were located near Benton Harbor
(Michigan), El Centro (California), Kinston (Ncrth
Carolina), Lubbock and McAllen (both in Texas). Secondary
sampling units were residential areas, such as neighbor-
hoods, colonias, camps or districts, populated by thirty
or more seasonal farm worker families during the month of
the survey, where at least 75% of the households were
estimated to include one or more migrant or seasonal
agricultural worker. The sample included both temporary
and permanernt residential areas.

Local agency study sites were confined to
states whose VR agencies were designated by SRS as Project
participants: California, Florida, Michigan, New Jarsey,
Oregon, and Texas. Agency personnel were interviewed
at fourteen sites within those states. Most sites were
within communities with a primarily agricultural '
economic base, with general populationg of less than
100,000. Several of the sites were within 50 miles of
major urban industrial areas.

. All of the local agency study sites were within
ten fiiles of areas populated by seasonal agricultural
workers. The annual peak populations of agricultural
workers and family members in each area was at least
3,000 per county.
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I, METHODOLOGY

Sample of Agricultural Workers' Families

Defining the Universe

The universe was broadly defined.: That
enabled comparisons of the needs of sub- -groups.
Included were all families with member(s) who had
been seasonal agricultural worker members since 1967.

. Seasonal agricultural worker meant a person
who had employment dalng field work such as picking,
thinning, cutglng, or other hand work, being a crew
leader, working in packing sheds, truck;ng produce
out of the fields, or driving or operating farm machinery,
all o a temporary or seasonal basis. Also included
were persons who, although they may not have done such
work during the specified time period, intended to do
such work during the year of the interview.

A five-year t:me period was spec;f;gé in
order to include those who may have recently beeén :
displaced by mechanization, become totally disabled, i
or for other reasons had stopped performing seasonal
work. A limited period was specified because of the
number of former farm workers in the U.S. who have
long since been assimilated into other occupational
categories and life-styles, such that their special
needs, if any, would not greatly overlap with those of
today's migratory or seasonal farm workers.

MlﬁfaLGIV and non- mlqrafgrv seaganal agricul-
tural workers were included, in order to test RSA's
impression that migration alone was the principal sexrvice
delivery barrier.

All family members were . 1cluded, for the
following reasens. A disabled, non-working member
of a migratory family might still have to migrate with
the rest of the family, thus posing service delivery
problems. Other prgblcms, such as language differences,
minority status, relatively limited education, or
cultural and attltud;nal differences, might apply to
all houschold members. The family unit was designated
by the grant guidelines and Section 17 legislation as
being of particular interest. Services directed
toward the famlly unit.were one of the possible o
strategies to improve ageéncy efforts to rchabilitate
disabled seasonal agricultural workers.
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All housechold members were defined as family
. members, consistent with Section 17 legislation. That
avoided having to make insignificant legal distinctions
between unmarried and married parents, etc., and
allowed the study to focus on the household as a
functioning economic and social unit. Such units

were already known to frequently include extended
family members as well as nuclear family, and even ,
households containing two unrelated nuclear families
or fragments thereof, living together due to economic
or other practical considerations.

The universe was defined as the population

of housecholds in the U.S., including single person
households, in which one or more members had neld
seasonal agricultural employmont within the past five
years. Sampling feasibility required a further
restriction: Households vwere selected from residen-
tial areas populated by (a) at least thirty such
househelds, and (b) at least 75% such households.

Sampling Design

Design Problems -- In order to describe v
the universe with any known degree of precisien, every
household in the universe had to have an equal chance
of being interviewed for the study. That simple rule
of descriptive statistics led to complex sampling
problems: First, the universe was distributed widely
throughout the country. Second, the geographic '
distribution and size of the universe was described
only by vague, general, unreliable, biased and
conflicting statistical reports. (C.f. Appendix "B".)
Third, the geographic distribution of the universe
varied constantly due to seasonal migration. Fourth,
the most detailed available estimates of geographic
distribution were in the form of peak annual populations
per locality, so that national compilations of such
data theoretically would count the same migratory
workers several times over in different localities
at different times of the year. (E.g., Appendix "A".)

Previous sampling designs were rejected with
the encouragement of RSA liaison. Rejected designs
included quasi-probabalistic designs used by two
previous studies for HEW/ASSPE, featuring arbitrary
selection of interview sites "stratificd" by racial-
ethnic group and migrant stream.3° This approach was

I (6 1F
C.f. footnotes Y7 and 8. 1This approach was suggested
by SRSin guidelines for the present study.
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Another sampling
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contact with VR. It would
more mobile migrants, due
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trolled.

true stratification was inadequate,
abling estimatcs of precision)
ievability of findings.

design rejected was random

s of farmworker service programs
grantees.30 That would have
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have exaggerated the rate of
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“Furthermore, outreach and
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lities would have been uncon-

Use of DOL Data -- Compensation for unstable

geographic distribution wa

S based on unpublished data

compiled by DOL's Rural Manpower Service. That provided
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(but not its absolute size
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A three-stage ra

37

ndom cluster sampling plan was

developed:

(1) The primarv samn

linq,frame consisted of the

DOL/BES/FLS multi-county Agricultural Reporting Arecas.

Each area was weighted according to itg share of the universe
during the month of the survey. Only five primary sampling
units (PSU's) could be drawn, given our project resources.,)

(2) The secondary sampling frame consisted of

residential areas of seasonal agricultural workers,

36
C.f. Appendix B, '
of EOA~III-B scrvice programs,

37
C.f. Appendix B, '

‘Tederal Policy," for a description

‘General Characteristies" and

"Federal Prolicy," for a description of available data on the

universe,
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either transient or permanent. The areas were defined as

- geographically delineated areas, such as neighborhoods,

colonies, camps or districts which were expected to be
populated during the month of the survey by thirty or

more scasonal agricultural worker households, and in which
at least 75% of all households were estimated to be
seasonal agricultural workers' households, Data for

the preparation of secondary sampling frames were gathered
by field 'consultants indigenous to the PSU, and familiar
with the local farm worker population and the agencies
serving them,

The secondary sampling frame was weighted
according to the locally estimated population distributions,
Three to six secondary sampling units were drawn per PSU,
to bring the estimated number of households up te 120
per PSU, '

(3) A canvass of each secondary sampling unit (SSU) was
held to identify all seasonal agricultural worker house-
holds in the residential area. The canvass was accomplished
by screening questions asked at the beginning of data
collection interviews.

Plans to Augment Sub-Groups

VR clientele -- In order to study farmworkers
receiving VR, an attempt was made to augment the sample
by randomly drawing farm worker clients from the files of
co-operating state VR agencies. That plan was abandoned,
however, when state representatives on the Project
Advisory Committee indicated it was unfeasible.

M;nar:*y group and geographic representation --
Rep:e&entatlcn of all racial and ethnic groups 1in the
universe, and of each of the three major geographic
streams (including home base, user, and settle-out sites)
was suggested by SRS. However, there was a good chance
that smaller groups (such as Native Americans and Filip-
pinos) might not fall within a small random sample of
the universe. The Project Director suggested augmenting
the random sample, using purposively selected sampling 33
units to assure minority and geographic representation.’
However, supplemental funds needed were not provided.

— —

"Alternative Farmvorker Sampling Designs," a working
paper submitted to PSA on May 1, 1973, Reproduced in project
progress report, Junc 7, 1973, Appendix G.
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Comparison Group

The sample drawn for Dr. Nagi's study for RSA

at the Ohio State University served as a comparison group.
That survey of a large cross-section of the population of
the U.S. was conducted through the Institute of Social Re-
search at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. The IRA
Project Director's attempts to establish comparability were
greatly assisted by Dr. Nagi and RSA liaison. Survey insru-
ments were adapted in part from Dr. Nagi's study.

Survey Operations and Sample Size

Third-stage sampling and interviewing were .
conducted in three rounds during late Augqust and early
September, 1973. Within 17 secondary sampling units,
748 residences were canvassed. Screening left a sample
of 209 households, Of those screened out, 147 were
found ineligible and 392 were unavailable.

The main cause of unavailability was persons not
at home. As a cost-saving measure, the survey was conduc-
ted day and night, and many residénces turned out to be
empty during the day. Unavailability in general consisted.
of "not home" (23%); "seasonally vacant" (11%); "appeared
to be home, but door not answered" (&%):; "dwelling conmnple-~
tely unoccunied" (4%); "interview refused" (3%); "available
respondents under age" (3%); and "other" (1%).

Most interviews lasted ten to fifteen minutes,
while interviews at housceholds with disabled members were
designed to last about two hours. Disabled respondents
were offered compensation for participating in the longer
interview. The disability rate was twice as high as
expected, Thus, the sample was smaller than expected.

Interviews with Service Agency Personnel

Agency interviews were exploratory, to collect
qualitative data on generally identified service delivery
barriers and suggestions as to how to overcome them.

Rehabilitation counsellors -- Counsellors consti-
tuted the largest group of scrvice agency respondents. State
VR agency counsellors were selected only from states repre-
sented on the Project Advisory Committee. At each local VR
office visited, interviews were sought primarily with
counsellors who had contact with the target population.

Some supcrvisors, other counsellors, outrecach workers,
and placement specialists were also interviewed.
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VR Administration Staff -- Thé Project Advisory
Committee was asked to provide specific information on
state policies, procedures and operations. Documents
supplied by other state and federal personnel also provided

information.

Farm Worker Service Projects -~ Three current
VR demonstration projects were identified by RSA liaison;
two were visited and additional informathion was sought
on all three. Staff were also interviewed at non-VR
service organizations with substantial numbers of clients
who were migratory or seasonal agricultural workers.
Included were local staffs of migrant health projects,
EOA-III-B dgrantees, Opportunity Indusﬁrlallzatl@n Centers
(OIC's), and community organizations.: Interviews there
included vocational counsellors, othe having farm worker
client contact, administrators and prgglam specialists.
Farm worker service projects visited were located near
VR offices already chosen for interviews.

Data Collection and Analysis

Variables Studied

Variables studied are listed in Appendix C.

Target Population Survey

All survey data were collected in quantifiable
form by interviewers reading verbatim from completely
structured survey instruments. Seven instruments were
developed for the survey:

(1) Household sampling form -- This was fllled
out for every household residence observed during
the canvass of each secondary sampling unit.
(Appendix D)

(2,3,4) Basic interview -- All heads of housecholds
contacted were screened for survey eligibility
by the first part of this instrument. Eligible house-
holds, through one respondent, were then screened
for disabilities and were asked a few other
qguestions. Two extended versions of the Basic
Interview were used to collect additional
information on about one out of five
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households reporting no alsablcd members.
(Appendix E)

(5) Supplement A was administered to each household
member reported to be disabled. (Appendix F)

(6) Supplement B contained additional questions for
the heads of households with disabled members.
(Appendix G)

(7) Supplement C was designed to collect information
from respondents who had been in contact with
a VR facility. (Appendix H)

FPield testing of early drafts of the instruments
was monitored by tape recording. Particular attention
was paid to validity problems related to language and
cultural variation within the target population. Versions
were prepared in simple English and simple Spanish. The
latter gave alternative wordings to allow for differences
between Chicano and Puerto Rican dialects.

FPive teams of interviewers were hired, one for
each of the five PSU's. Hiring criteria emphasized ability
to establish rapport and gain the trust and co-operation
of the target population. A secondary consideration was
reading ability. With one exception, all fifteen inter-
vewers were indigenous to their respective P5U's, and were
of the same racial and ethnic groups as the majority of
their respondents. ©Nearly all had themselves been migratory
or seasonal agricultural workers. Each team was provided
twenty-five hours of standardized training during a
two and one-half day period immediately prior to the
survey. '

Data analysis consisted primarily of tabulations
and cross~tabulations. Correlational analysis was planned
but not performed due to time and resource constraints.

Interviews with Service Agency Personnel

Service agency personnel interviews were tape
recorded, generally in private arcas at respondents'
places of work, Additional data provided by other, informal
conversations with respondents were later dictated in
summary form onto tape by interviewers. Respondents
were informed that all information was to be kept in
strictest confidence by IRA Project staff,

Exploratory interviewing was guided by a genecral

52

46



format outline used by interviewers, covering general issue
areas. Projective techniques were uscd to probe sensitive
areas, Useful digressions were encouraged. More
structured interviews were found less productive.

Objective analysis of agency interview. tapes
was planned but not accomplished. Analysis was to have
included codification of interview data. At least two
coders not previously associated with the project were
to have filled out instruments while listening to tapes.
Cross-coder reliability was to have been measured.

Other Data
The Project also relied on publications and

miscellaneous information supplied by representatives of
the state/federal VR program. Advisory committee

discussions contributed in large part to program recommenda-

tions herein.
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III. FINDINGS

Incidence of Disabilities Among Farm Workers

Disability Rates

0f all households, 44.5% had one or more members
who were partially or totally disabled. This means that
physical, mental or emotional problems were reported to
limit one or more houschold members in the amount or kind
of work they could do, or prevented them from attending
ordinary public schools, or limited their normal recrea-
tional abilities, or caused them to require a considerahle
amount of extra care. (Estimated precision: % 6.7%, @ >
.95 level of confidence.)

TABLE 1: SAMPLE SUBGROUPS

(a) all houscholds (i.e., entire sample of households
with one or rore members who qualify as migratory or
seasonal agricultural workers).:

(b) Houscholds with one or more disabled members.

{c) Heads of house (or their representatives; i.e.,
Basic Interview respondents).

(d) Heads of households with one or more disabled members
' (or representatives of heads of those houscholds).

(e) bisabled individuals (i.e., persons with partial or
total disabilities).

(f) Heads of house plus disabled individuals (i.e., sub=-
groups (c) and (e) combined).

(g) Heads of houscholds with one or more disabled members,
plus disabled individuals (i.e., (d) + (e)).

(h) Employed members of subgroup (g).
(i) Households with migratory members.

(3) Houscholds with migratory and disabled members.

54




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

 firs t 1ntﬁrv1ﬁWz'7qt cach housechold

31.3% Cod thenselves
613ahléd R L.,_llmlL@d jn"thv amount or kind oOf work they
could perform because of a physical, mental or emotional
problem. (Base: sub-group <.) 39 (Estimated precision:
6.3 @8 >.95 level of confidence.)

thoso £1.0: . d]thouqi time
constraints hav“’pLvaand oxact conmarisons. Of the U.S.
cross-scoction sample studied by Dr. Nagi, 10.7% reported
thenselves disabled or limited in work roles and activities.
Subgroups of his sample with lower income, less education
and greater age had higher disability rates, ranging from
22.1% to 35.5%. The closes comparable figure presently

available from the IRA study is 31.3% (for subgroup c).

Population Estimates

There are somewhere between 230,714 and 449,473
scasonal farm worker households in the HJLJGH that hgve
one or more disabled nenbers, depending upon which govern-='
ment statistics are uscd.40

- Assuming the midpoint of 390,094 households, at
least 137,313 have disabled members with enmployment poten-
tial. If increasing productivity of housewives 1is
considered a legitimate VR objective, the number with reha-
bilitation potential would be 292,571.° Wives and children

often contribute to theix husband's wages by working with him

in the fields, but they are frequently not counted in

39
Sample subgroups are described by Table 1, p. 48, above.

40

The sample had 44.,50% (L 6,74%) such households, with
an average size of 5.7 members. HNcElroy's estimate of 611,000
scasonal employees (c.f. Appendix B, footnote 7), assuming one
"hired" employee per houschold, yields the lower estimate (037.76%).
OLO's estimate of 5,000,000 eligible for EOA-I1I-B "migrant"
services (e.f. Appendix B, footnote 8), divided by 5.7 persons per
housichold, gives an estimate of 877,192 houscholds, yielding the
higher estimate (951.24%). Neither of these estinates scem very sound,
but they are the best possible given available population data. OEO0's
definition of the population correggonds more closely to that used by
our Study, but the basis for OEQ's {rathcr round cstimate is unknown,

41
The disabled in the sanple included 23.0% hired vorkers,
39.8% houscwives, 2.2% students, 16.1% retired workers, and 8.9% others
who had never been hired, Assuming at least hirxed workers and students

515)
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estimates of the hired seasonal work force.

Types and Severity of Disabling Conditions

The term "disabled" refers throughout this
Report to both partially and totally disabled pexsons.
Partially disabled with employment potential are assumed to
be eligible for vr.42

Of all the disabled interviewed, 7% were blind
and 56% had other uncorrcctec

2d visual impairments; 165 had
uncorrected auditory impairments,

In a sexries of interview items conceining
symptoms related to disabilities, the folloving were
frequently reported as being severe: backaches or pain
in the back or spine (37%); pains, aches or swelling in
other parts (27%); weakness, tiring easily, no energy

(38%) ; nervousness, ténsion, anxlety, depression (29%).

The following tasks were most frequently

imzossible, or possible only with great

cue to disabling conditions: stooping, bending
) g (44%); going up and down stairs (39%)

lifting or carrying weights of about ten pounds (34%) and

standing for long periods (23%).

, Percentage totals for both of the preceeding
series exceeded 100% because of high rates of multiple
disabling conditions and multiple effects of disabling

conditions,

Respondents attributed their symptons and

to have rehabilitation potential (.330 + .022) x 390,064 households with
at least one disabled member yields at least 137,313 with potential.
Adding housewives: (:330 + .022 + .398) x 390,094 yields at least
292,571 with rehabilitation potential. These estimates axe mexrely
suggestive, since the small bases for these statistics preclude usceful
confidence intervals at reasonable levels of confidence.

42
All persons reporting themsclves disabled said they

were limited in the amount or kind of work they could do because of a
physical, mental, or emotional problem, What amounts to a total
disability in some occupations frequently is mercly a partial
disability for manual farm laborers. Payment for farm work in pilece
rates (instcad of hourly wages) encourages employment of the partially
disabled family member of limited productivity, )
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impairments to a widce Tange of causes. Chief among then
wvere skin ELDbleL (17%) ; zcecidents, injuries and falls (14%);
emotional or nervous probvlems (. 21); arthritis, rheupatism,
bursitis, neuritis (12%); breaks, strains, Sprains oy
dislocation of ribs ox jDiﬁtS or cracked ribs (11%),;

other gcneral or vaguely described references to nuscul ar-
skeletal or nervous di%Drdvr (e.g., "bad back," or "my
legs hurt") (10%); high or low blood pressure (107%);

and kidney or bladder disorders, or nephritis (10%).
Multiple causes and ovarlapping codes produced a totgl
percentage of more than 100%. Data analysis allowing
deternmination of the extent of multiple disorders was not
completed,

Of those surveyed, 14% reported they thought the
cause of their disapility or limitation was related io the
kind of work they pﬁf;@lﬂ;d ClUQn the kinds of diss
abilities listed, i r;;,::ju] ate_that work was
responsible for cgﬁalc e 14% 0f condi ¢t~
tions attriputed to wor h,EY réspawct . ouL1§IL condi -
tions, and the high pIEpQrLlDﬁ oL cautes in the "muscular-
skeletal and nervous system" Category, suggest Lhc cymulative
effects of prolonged, demanding manual labor.

The most: frequently cited causal condition, skin
problems (17%), is suggestive in light of the r?ﬁglt of

‘known exposure to agricultural chemicals by 44% of a Jaxger

subg:@up of respondents. An additional 19% reported they
didn't know that some pesticides, herbicides, etc., could
be harmful to health. Yhen asked if thev thought such

chemicals had caused an illne or heaicih proolem in the

famlly 295 said "_and an g;e;;:oﬁﬂl 19% said thay
weren't suré. Of Lhose saying yes, 503 said Cho resujt
had becen skin problens Other QrabLims cited were vigual

problems, respiratory éliflcultlas, digestive problens,
swelling, and other unspecified "allergic" reactions.

Table 2 gummarizes the impact of dl abllﬂq
conditiong on_respondents' abllity LD work, dqg L5§1r
ablljty to 13vc 10

cndontly. The percentagos given
for the S , population are, c, of course, from Dr, Nagi's
sam§le.

43 :
The population base for IRA figures in Table 2 is
dexived from a model using sample subgroups (c), (g) and (h), such
that the figures arxe somewhat arbitrary in tie absence of more
complete data analysis., Subgroup e is the base for all other
descriptions of disabilities given in the preceding paragraphs.
C.f. Table 1., The statistical significance of apparent differences
between our sample and pr. Nagi's sample was not calculated.



TABLE 2: FARM VIORKERS ARE MORE SEVERELY DIS;;\BI.ED,
BUT ARE MORE LIKELY 70 CONTINUE WORKING

Percent of Sample

Scasonal

Serveri ty {hgricultural|  U.S.

Work Ability

(a) No limitation 69 89.4

(e.g., experiencing difficulty at work,
or is temporarily unemployed, due to a
partial disability 23 4.4

(¢) Totally disabled (e.g., never been
employed, or has had to stop working
by reason of disability). g8 _6.3

Total Sample - 100 100.1

Ability to Live iIndependently

i

(a) No limitation © 69 88,4
(b) Limited but independent 7 6.3

(e) Mobility assistance needed (e.q.,
needs help going outdoors, shopping,
or doing housework) 14 3.5

(@) Personal assistance needed (e.g.,
needs somcone else to -care for
them on a daily or weekly basis). 9 1.8

Total Sample a9 100.0

*

C.£. footnote 43
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Other Characteristics

Income and louschold Size

Households with disabled members reported a total
carned annual income averaging $2,958, Although the upper
limit of the reported range fell between $8,576 and $8,800,
the distribution was skewed toward the low side, with the
mode falling within the $0 to $1,000 category. Average
earned annual cash income per capita was $518. (Subgroup b)

wWo

O0f thosec surveved, 25% of those emnloved reported
that cash carninas were supplemented by in-kind employment
benefits. 7The most comonly reported in-Rind Lenerit
was housing provided by employers at no or reduced cost
(25%) . (Subgroup h)

Interviewers said they suspected that respondents'
estimates of earned income had a downward bias. under—
reporting appears attributable to unsteady earning patterns,
which make it difficult to estimate total annual earning.,

A seasonal worker typically has several employers per year,

many of whom pay cash or do not issue W-2's, Family

income is often augmented by a number of irregular wage

earners besides the head of house, and such misczllanecous income
may also not have been fully counted, in spite of specific
interview questions about it, Nevertheless, the downward

bias is not universal. Many workers Keep meticulous

records of earnings, to help avoid being cheated by employers

on payday,

Of those surveved, 423

renorted that their annual
earnings were supplemented Dy income maintenance or
Support programs, such as social Security, puplic assis-
tance and federal aid o the totally disabled. Those who
received supplements got an average of $1,925 per year.
Thus, total household income averaged $3,767 per year.
Average cash earnings plus other cash income, per capita,
was $661 per annum. (Subgroup b)

The above findings understate actual income,
paxtly because monetary values vere not assigned to
in-kind income such as food stamps, food commodities, food
and clothing vouchers, and other in-kind donations. Such
income was analyzed separately.

Per capita income estimates are based on an
observed averaqe ot 5.7 percons per household., This
figure may-be low. Some respondents resisted probing for
full houschold membership. For example, one disabled

£
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respondent didn't want to reveal the presence of his son,
daughter-in-law, and grandchildren for fear that his
social security benefits might be jeopardized if survey
results leakcd out to authorities. The presence of
extended family members in the household was common.

Individuals contributed at varying rates to total
annual carncd household income. During their most recent
month emplovient, heads of houscholds with disabled members,
and _the cmoleved disabled themselves, earncd an avarage of
between $240 and §349 per month. (subgroup h.) -

Tables 3 and 4 suggest that disability rates
might be predicted better by income than by whether or
not one is a seasonal agricultural worker.

TABLE 3: AMONG THE U.S. POPULATION, LOWER INCOME GROUPS
HAVE HIGHER DISABILITY RATES

Percent of Incoms Group -

Disabled or limitea
No work in work roles

Income Growo difficulty _and activities —_Total

Below 52,500 G4.6 35.5 100.1
52,500 ~ 4,999 81.5 18.5 100.0
55,000 -~ 9,999 90.6 9.4 8 100.0
510,000 =~ over 93.3 6.7 100.0

[Missing Data 89.6 10.3 99.9

Source: Preliminary tabulations from Dr. Nagi's study.
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"TABLE 4: IRM's SANDPLE IAD VERY LOW IHCOME *

Income ' Percent of Respondents
Bcléw 51,801 . 35.5
$1,80)1 to 52,325 12.9
$2,326 to 54,925 30.6
$4,926 tc $6,375 16.0
Above 56,375 _4.9
TOTAL i 99.9

*

Annual earned household income in 1972.

Age

The largest numbex of dLSdblEﬂ respondents were
between 45 and 54 vears of age. Of those surveyed, 6% of
the disabled were between 18 and 44 years of age (compared
to 7% of the. .disabled in Dr. Nagi's sample) 17% were
between 45 and 54 (compared to 13% in Nagi's sample) .

5% were between 55 and 64 (compared to 22% of Nagi's
%amplg) (subgroupe.) The target population is younger
than the disabled population of the U.S. as a whole.

Race and Ethnicity

. Table 5 summarizes the racial/ethnic composition
of the sample (grouvp a). Especially low estimates of
pIEClQlDﬂ regﬁLd;ng 1tg repzeeantativcna%g @f the unlverge

The 15w estlmateg are csnglgtent with PLDcht sLaff s,
impression that Chicanos are over-repres ented, due to
sampling error arlflnq Irom. l@cat;un Df PSU's.

Analysis for relationships of race and ethnicity
to disability rates was not performed. Dr. Nagi's study
found that work disability/limitation rates were 10% for
Whites, 16% for Blacks, 8% for Spanish- -Americans, and
3% for others.




TABLE 5: THE TARGET POPULATION CONSISTS MATINLY
OF SPANISH-SPEAKING AND BLACK AMERICANS

Percent of Samnle
Seasonal
Agricultural U.5.

- Ragigl/:ﬁhnigﬁQ;aﬁgificapign,

White

Black 15 11

Afro-American from Continental
U.5s. 15 :
West Indies and Other Black ‘ 0

Spanish-American

Chicano, Mexican-American, -
*  Spanish-American from Continen-
tal U.S. or Mexico 78
Puerto Rican, Boricua 4
Other X1 1
Native American, American
Indian é{l
Filipino, Filipino-American,
Japanese-American 0
Other 21

Estimates of Precision for Seasonal Agricultural:

Population (@ >.95 confidence level):

+

Chicanos : -~ 33.1%

+

Blacks (U.S5.): - 34.0%
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Seasonal Migration

Of those surveyved, 59% of all households had onec
or more members who had been seasonal migrants sometime in
their lives. (Group a) Wathin the past year 36% had
migrated; 53% had migrated within the past five years.,

Home base areas represented in the sample were
in (by order of declining frequency) Texas, Michigan,
California, North Carolina, Mexico, TFlorida, and Illinois.
During their most rocent vear of miagration, 74% of the
respondents worked in just one statce; 215 worked in two
or three states; and 6% worked in more than three states.

Sometime during that year, 42% lived in migrant
camps; 28% lived in cars, trucks, or buses: 5% 1lived in a
trailer or motel; and 36% found other kinds of accommoda-
tions. (Totals more than 100% because of difforent
arrangements used by the same household at different stops.)
(Subgroup j) :

Resettlement

: Within the past four years, 20% of the households
with disabled members had resettled outside their
original home communities: 6% had also resettlod at least
once before within the four years prior to their most
recent resettlement,

Of the disabled respondents and heads of house-
holds interviewed (subgroup f), 38% of them were currently
employed at the time of their interview, and 3% held one
or more part-time jobs in addition to primary em Py ment.

Of subgroup g, 28% were considering trying to find
a job or, if currently cmployed, a new job; 16% fit DOL's
definition of "unemploved.” The most widely used method
of seeking ewployment was asking friends or relatives for
information and assistance.

Respondents fregquently had at least some non-
agricultural work experience, although interviews did not
record respondents' work histories. Of those surveyed,
14% of those who had ever been employed had non-agricul tural
employers for their most recent job. The remainder who
had agricultural employers usually had been employed by a
small grower, (41%). Other frequent agricultural employers
were crew leaders or labor contractors (23%) and large
corporate growers (11%). Secohndary and*tertiary employers
(from part-time jobs on the side) were generally non-
agricultural. (Subgroup h) :
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Houscholds with disabled members obtained an
average of 73% of their annual ecarncd income from agricul-
tural work in the fields. (Subgroup b) They earned less
income from ficld work in 1972 than they did in 1970. '

46% carncd less income, 263% earned more, and 289 earned
about the same,

Of the partially disabled who held their jobs
only with some difficulty, 57% had cmployers who were
aware of their limiting conditions. However, only 18% of
their employers made allowances or adjustments in work
requirements in order to try to accommodate employees'
problems. (Derived from subgroups ¢ and c.)

Of those surveyed, 4% of the employed disabled
respondents, and heads of households with disabled memnbers
(subgroup h) were entitled to some kind of sickness and
disability benefits provided by employers, unions,
insurance, or some other source. However, only one respondent
reported ever having successfully collected such benefits.

=
=]

Education
Formal educational attainment in U.S. schools

averaged 2.4 v 5, armong disabled 1espondents, and neads

‘of houscholds with disabled membors (subgroup g). 2% had

completed high school, which was the most formal education
received by any respondent. 9% had between 9 and 11
years, and 89% had less than 9 years. (In Dr. Nagi's
sample, 16% of the disabled had more than a high school
education, 28% had completed high school, 25% had 9 to

11l years, and 31% had less than 9 years.)

Of the Chicano respondents in the subgroup, 25%
reported receiving some formal education outside the
Unitedr States.

Vocational Training

Of subgroup g, 18% had been enrolled in a
vocational training program (other than ordinary public
schooling), Of thosc with such training, 39% received it
from government-funded manpower development and training
programs, or similar public programs. 33% received theirs
from private business or secretarial schools.

Completion of Education and Training Programs

A small number of respondents were asked if
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they had completed the most recent education or training
program in which they had becen enrolled. About two-thirds
said no, citing as principal reasons immediate economic
pressures and dissatisfaction with program content.

Resettlement for vVocational Purposes

The disabled, and heads of households with
disabled members, were asked if thay would be willing
to relocate permanently if that were part of a training
plan shat would enable thém to have their ideal employ~
ment. Thosa surveyed, 41% said they would be willing to
move to another county, but wouldn't want to leave the
State; 27¢% said they would be willing “o leave the state:
. 19% were unwilling to leave their home communities at
all; and 14% were undecided.

Respondents not willing to relocate inter-
state gave the following as their main reservations:
32% did not want to leave arcas where their relatives
lived; 16% felt their parents .would not approve. That
group included respondents who were married and had
their own children. 12% feared they would not Like the
new community. Other reasons given included heing
uncertain about really finding the desired employment,
and not finding enough people in the new communities
who spoke the same language or who shared their culture.

Language Ability and Preference

. About 60% of the sample was able to speak
English. This included some bilingual respondents who
spoke English well enough to "give dircctionsz, seek
employment, or talk to somecone at the Social Security
office."

27% of those who spoke English said they
preferred to be counselled in some language other than
English. ’ .

About 80% of the sample was able to speak
Spanish. Nearly all (97%) of the Spanish-speaking named
Spanish as their language of preference for counselling
purposes.

7 When interviewed by IRA, 71% of the sample
elected to be intervicwed in Spanish.



Awareness of VR and Other Service ?rsgrams

The target population (the disabled and their
families) appears unaware of vocational renabilitation
services. VR compared poorly with other kinds of service
programs, in terms of public awarcness.

The best known kinds of service programs and
organlzations were USDA Food Stamps, the Social Security

Administration, and Local County and USDA Surplus Food

Commodities programs. Results are summarized in
Table 6.

=

Coatacl With Services

None of the sample had ever been in contact
with a vocational rehabilitation program,44

Failure to contact service programs for which
they were probably eligible was not due simply to lack of
awarencss. Of the above respondents, 19% said they
knew of one or more programs that might have helped them
with a probliem they had, but they did not contact the
prograin.

Disabled persons gave a number of reasons for
not having received needed treatment or rehabilitation
services. The most frequently cited reason (43%) was
that they didn't know how to go about obtaining reha-
bilitation services, or that they didn't know such
services were available. The next most firequently
cited reason (13%) concerned some kind of fear or
anxiety, such as not liking doctors or not being comfor-
table about receiving services from an agency. Other
reasons cited were that they expected it would cost too
much; they couldn't take time away from work: transporta-
tion problems; other specified kinds of inconvenience:
expectations that they wouldn't qualify for available
services; they didn't think they needed any services or
that the condition would probably take care of itself
after awhile; they were unable to ask for services because
they were too sick or upset; and other reasons. .

- 44

Attempts to augment the sample with randomly drawn farm
workers receiving VR services proved unfeasible. Another potential
source, R-300 data compiled by RSA, had only fragmentary data on farm
workers, The "migrant" box was rarely checked by counsecllors of
farm worker clients. What data are available have not been cross-
tabulated by RSA. In addition, the R-300 definition of migrant -did
not correspond to the definition used in this report.
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TABLE 6:

61

AWARENESS OF, APPLICATION FOR, AND

RECEIPT OF PUBLIC SERVICES

Kind of Serwvice

Percent
aware of
_services

"% of those

% of applicants
who received
_services

aware
who applied
for secrvices

USDA Food Stamps

97

79 96

Social Security 76 34 38
surplus Food Commodities 71 64 100
Union/Community Organiza-

tions of, by and for farm .

vorkers 68 19 75
Unemployment Compensation 63 42 9
Employment or jjob

placement 57 53 - 56
Low-cost housing, includ-

ing public housing 57 18 0
Job training 53 19 *
Aid to the blind, or aid to

the disabled, including ATD 53 13 *
OEO Community Action Agen-

cies and related programs 50 40 *
Workman's compansation 47 3 *

Aid to Families with Depen-
dent Children: AFDC, ADC,
AFDC-U -

" 43
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Table 6 (continucd)

=
S ———

) % of those
Percent avare % of applicants
aware of who applied who received

gkind of Service . services  for services  services

Programs for pensions or
disability benefit. paid
by employers or unions 39 17 ¥

Veterans Administration 37 , 9 *

Legél ald societies
and programs 32 40 d .

State programs for sick-
ness and temporary = .
disability benefits 3

3]
ot
=y

t

Programs for pensions or
disability benefits for
gavernment employees 32 10 *

Services which help
people find a home 2 19 *

Railroad retirement and .
disability bencfits 3 0 0

Vocational rehahilitation 0 0 0

*
Base too small to estimate.
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Other Charaétgristics

Among households with disabled members, 66% had
members under 13 years of age. In such houselolds, the
average number of members under 13 was 3.8,

21% of the households had additional members living
with them on a temporary basis, that were not counted in tHe
average estimated household size of 5.7 members.

Disabled respondents had experienced symptoms of
their causal condition an average of eleven years. The
distribution was skewed to the left, with a median of 3-1/2
years and a mode of 3 years., Conditions had limited work
ability an average of 8 years, with a nedian of four years
and a mode of one year.

Finally, somo respondents were asked the following
ques tion.

I would like you to think for a moment about
all the jobs you have ever thought about for
yourself. Imagine any training, educaticn,
loans, or medical treatment you could use were
made available to you. What kind of woxrk would
be best for you?

- Answers are not tabulated, but a reading of some of

the responses vielded the following. Respondents often
seemed resigned, but not content, about working as

seasonal farm workers, Some were annoyed or sarcastic in
response to our question or rebuked the interviewex for
suggesting such an unlikely opportunity. Others said they
would like to return to non-agricultural employment they had
once had. Esxamples were carpentry and auto mechanics. The
disabled often suggested work that was less physically demand-
ing, such as inspecting produce, *being a 5h@pke¢p31f or, in
one case, "any kind of work that lets me stay in the shade."
Our unsystematic sampling of responscs revealed no one who
would choose to remain a seasonal farm worker.
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Factors Affecting Service Delivery

Findings presented under this heading are based
primarily on obsexrvations made by VR and other agency
personnel interviewed in the field. Some inconsistencies
and contradictions arise from differences Df opinion among
Iespcnéenta.

Health and Medical Services for Farm Workers

Farm workers' limited access to, and use of,
medical and health sexrvices tends to reduce the number
referred to VR by physicians., Target population membe;&
are less likely to seek prevgntatlve care and treatment.
Physicians and hospitals tend to refuse to serve farm
workers because of fear of nonpayment. Those practi-
tioners who do treat farm workers often don't bhelieve
they should refer transient patients to VR,

Some counsellors feel that physicians also tend
to ccap&rate less with VR when evalUXLLng or treating
a farim worker VR client. Instances of delayed and incom-
plete diagnostic reports for such patients were ciied.

Some counsellors reported that disabled farm
warkere were more difficult to treat than most other
clients. Treatment was even more of a problem for clients
who intended to return to manual labor., Difficul t-to-
treat disabilities include  arthritis, crippling accidents
with farm machinery, and brain damage from pesticides.
Multiple disorders among middle aged clients seemed to
preclude return to manual labor. -

Accurate medical evaluations were reported hard
to obtain in many cases, because of the multiplicity of
disabling symptoms, language barriers, lack of clients'
sophistication about using medical services, and special
diagnostic problems posed by common conditions such as
back trouble and poisoning.

Referral Sources

Most referrals to VR are from agencies that
gencrally don't serve farm workers. Examples are the
Social Sccurity Administration, public assistance programs
(other than food commodities and food stamps), and
educational institutions.

In some states, state employment security
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commission placement workers reportedly tend to restrict
faxrm workers to farm employment, without considering
them for other employment or referring them to agencies
such as VR,

Counsellors with specialized case loads (e.q.,
PA/VR public assistance caseloads, Social Security
~referrals, public offenders, high school referrals)
almost never reported having farm workers on their
caseloads. Except for special migrant projects, farm
workers were found only among general case loads.

Some counsellors said farm workers are less
likely than other potential clients to self-refer Lo VR,
Self referrals, when they aid occur, appeared to be
the result of word-cf-mouth information, rather than af

outreach activities of VR or other service programs.

Referral sources of farm workers varied widaly
among different communities. Counsellors generally re-.
ceived very few farm worker referrals (less than ten
per year), except at VR offices with special migrant
programs.

Isolation from service programs that might hgve
xeferred them to VR was sometimes attributed to farm
workers' pride. Chicanos were said to resist being
dependent; accepting services without payment was
felt to be degrading.

Relations Between VR and Farm Worker Service Programs

| Local programs serving migratory or seasonal
workers usually do not refer disabled clients to VR,
Staff there were often unawvare of VR, or knew very little
about it.

Local programs contacted for the study incluqed
PIS Migrant Health projects, EOA-ITI-B grantees, DOL
"Last Yellow pus" MDTA coOntractors, DOL "SER" Jobs for
Progress offices, DOL-OIC projects serving migrants,
community organizations, unions, and othors.

; Whut referral patterns were found had usually
resulted from pre-existing friendships between a staff
member and a VR counsellor. No formal roferral agreemants
were found begween VR and local programs organized to
serve farm workers.

Some PUS Migrant llealth projects reportedly
tended to refer farm yorkers requiring emergency serviCes.
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A few instances of friction with migrant health prajectsi
were reported, related to which agency should bear treatment
costs of clients.

Farm worker community leaders are generally
unknown to VR staff. Such leaders generally told IRA they
would be willing to help locate farm workers in need of
VR services,

Poverty

VR income maintenance ceilinas, such as maximums
of $30 per week for training stiperde, vare said to be
insufficient to support families during rehabilitation.
Large family size is a factor. Fa.w workers are less
likely to have other resources needed while a wage earner
is rec:.ving VR. This was said to contribute to high
rates of failure to complete rehabilitation case plans.
Rehabilitation was likely to be disrupted if a2 artially
disabled wage earner found a harvest or other shorb-term
Job opportunity, or if other houschold members fo.in' ~ork
requiring migration.

In addition, inccme maintenance costs are
much higher per case than other types of training costs.
In most offices, income maintenance was nof budgeted
separately from other training expenses. Consequently,
counsellors were reluctant to spend 1iwited training -
monies to meet clients' income needs on any prolonged
basis., Several counsellors were proud of their reputa-
tions for keeping costs per case low, thereby spreading
training funds among more clients.

Other locally available income maintenance pro-
grams often were unwilling to serve target clientele.
To the extent that such resources existed, they were often
under-utilized. Esmples were given of state/county
welfarxe agencies rosorting to a variety of burcaucratic
procedures to delay and cancel ATFDC benefits for farm
vorker VR clients every time a local harvest season rolled
axound. :

Differences Between Farm Workers and VR Staff

Few counzcllors felt there was a cisproportion-
ately high need among farm workers for VR s-rvices. Most
counsellors intervicwed did not appear int. rosted in increcas-
ing the proportion of faxm workers on thoir case loads.

*
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Some counsellors insisted that farm worker
cases were just as easy as others, posing no special
problems. Other counsellors felt that farm workers
were typically more difficult to work with.

Counsellors with cultural backgrounds similar
to that of their farm worker clients tended to see such
cases as being more complex and difficult to serve
satisfactorily,

There was a need fox more bilingual staff,
Some felt that Spanish-speaking counsellors were needed,
while others maintained that all they needed were
translators. A few maintained they could communicate
satisfactorily by gesturing, etc.

Some described farm workers as tending to be
undependable or irresponsible. Such counsellors sometimes
struck IRA staff as showing other signs of being
especially uninformed about the special needs and charac-
teristics of farm workers. :

Some counsellors felt that the client's practice
of speaking Spanish at home was a liability that impaired
vocational potential, -

7 Some reported that migranis' transient 1ife-
style impaired their rehabilitation potential.

Often farm workers were reported to ba
superstitious.or fearful of doctors. Other counsellors
found fault instead with doctors' treatment of farm workers,

A few counsellors resented programs for migrants,
saying that not enough emphasis was being placed on other
needy populations.

, Some felt that farm workers lacked sufficient
employment motivation. A few Spanish-speaking counsellors,
on the other hand, felt that migrants were often better
motivated than other clients. Some felt that settling out
adversely affected the motivation of some farm workers,
particularly if settling out increased dependence upon
public assistance programs.,

Some counsellors criticized colleagues' atti-
tudes towards farm workers. A few reportedly considered
length of local residence to be an eligibility factor.

~ Some counscllors considered minority group culture
to be a "socio-behavioral handicap." _
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Limited Vocational Options for Farm Workers

Lack of even a grade school education was said
to severely limit the rehabilitation potential of target
clients. This was said to be especially true of older
clientele.

It was said to be difficult for target clients
to leave secasonal agricultural work to accept alternative
employment when that meant leaving a way of life, with
associated friends, neighbors and co-workers who shared
a common language, culture and identity.

Target clients who 1¢ft agriculture often ended
up being dependent upon some social service or income
maintenance agency.

Inadeguate grasp of spoken and written English
was said to be the most frequent barrier to Emplé%méﬁt
outside of secasonal agriculture.

Simple physical restoration and return to farm
work was the most frequent objective for farm worker cases.

Hernia and hemorrhoid repairs were especially freguent.

Counsellors rarely felt that decreasing employment
and earning opportunities in seasonal agricultural work
was a prohlem. TFew counsellors were aware of the trend
at all. A few felt that farm workers ought to be encouraged
to remain in farm work until they were completely displaced
by machines. Some counsellors may have been influenced by
public statements of local growers' associations concerning
their "need" for more seasonal labor. )

Some counsellors reported that the independence
and work habits associated with agricultural labor left
farm worker clientele especially unprenared for the
more regimentcd patterns of commercial and industrial
employment. Special training emphasizing punctuality,
employer relations, etc., was recommnended.

Nearly all counselloxs considered return to
seasonal agricultural work to meet the VR definition of
rehabilitation. This was in spite of the sporadic nature
of farm work, such that the "rehabilitated" client might
not be employed the required 60 or 90 days following
completion of the treatment plan.

Some counsellors routinely restrict the nunber of
training options considered for farm worker clientele. E.g.,
"Unless Inglish is spoken in the home, I don't send them to
Court Reporting School. . . . IYt's been proven too many
times that when Spanish is spoken they bomb out."
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‘There was frequently an unmet need for adult
basic education classes (ABE). This was especially true
of classes for the Spanish-speaking, along with bilingual
and bicultural education programs, and programs for
learning English as a second language (ESL).

Local projects to retrain farm workers, with
referral, training, and placement services, wvere rarely
contacted or used by VR counsellors. Some counsellors
criticized such programs as being unsuitable for the
disabled, of poor guality, encouraging dependence with
excessive stipends, allowing re-enrollment, etc.

Geographic Isolation and Mobility

In user areas, migrants were less likely to be
referred to VR than other seasonal farm workers.

.Counsellors in user areas are limited in the
amount of services they can provide migrants, because of
the short time their clients remain in the area.

Both migrant and non-migratory farm workers are
often isolated frem telephones, public or personal
transportation, and even mail in some. cases. (Illiteracy,
language differences, and suspicion of envclopes imprinted
with official agency letterheads also impede communication
by mail.) Many depend upon employers, crew leaders, or
wvorking family members for transportation. -

The better rehabilitation facilities are said
to be in urban areas, far from farm workers' hones. Many
farm workers were said to be reluctant to leave their
communities or families in order to receive treatment or
training. Cultural norms sometimes prohibit leaving
unmarried daughters on their own, unless in the care of
a relative. Norms also sometimes reguire that family
members accompany anyone who is hospitalized.

Normal Waits and Delays in the Rehabilitation Process

VR was often said to respond too slowly to
client needs. Some counsellors believe that low income
clients, who have lecss confidence in the agency to begin
with, are morec likelv to lose interest or change their
minds about rehabilitation plans during waits or delays.,
Examples of such waits and delays include waiting for
physicians who are slow to schedule examinations, waiting
for physicians to submit reports, waiting for approval
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of income maintecnance requests, waiting for the next session
of a training program to start, and waiting for next year's
allocation of training funds.

Waits and delays are particularly difficult
for seasonal workers, who nust interrupt everything to
help the family in the fields when earning opportunities
arise. Members of migratory families are frequently
obliged to leave the area in the middle of the case plan
if the case cannot be completed before the next migration
season. Families often cannot afford to accommodate
rehabilitation plans during seasonal work periods.

Agency Priorities and Incentives for Counsellors
.

Many counsellors report that it is more difficult
to achieve a successful closure (status 26) for farm worker
cases. The successful closure rate is usually said to-
figure in employee evaluations and promotions, However,
no counsellers admitted exercising lattitude in eligibility
determinations to avoid serving farm workers.

The closure reporting system does not recognize
varying levels of effort per case., More modest, less
costly, sherter term rehabilitation plans are thereby
encouraged. This appears to encourage counsellors to

‘xreturn disabled farm workers to seasonal agricultural

employment, rather than undertake more ambitious rehabili-
tation plans for alternative occupations.

Rehabilitation of farm workers for other employ-
ment is reported to be much more difficult and time-consuming
for the counsellor, and more costly for his agency, compared
to rehabilitation of other better educated and more
advantaged clientele. ' Such case plans for former farm workers
reduce the counsellor's total case load capacity, thereby
affecting closure rates.

Migratory clients who must be transferred to a
counsellor in another conmunity or state prevent
crediting a status 26 to the originating counsellor,
Many counsellors consider migration to indicate limited
rehabilitation potential. :

Pressures to kcep average costs per.case low
work to discourage counsellors from developing vocational
options requiring basic education and extensive training
for farm workers. One source of such pressure is agency
guidelines and spending ceilings, reinforced by supcrvisory
practices and informal staff norms. Another source of
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such pressure is the CDDHSEllQEisféésirE to serve as many
clients as possible with limited allocations of training
funas. '

A few instances were reported of supervisors
encouraging Spanish-speaking counsellors to accept up to
one-third of their caseloads with farm workers. It was
understood that resultant reduced closure rates would not
adversely affect the counsellor. In at least one instance,
the counsellor already had an above-average closure rate.

Informal procedures or guidelines for choosing
among referred persons eligible for VR (given limited
agency resources) were not revealed. Official agency
policy of first-come, first-served was frequently cited.
However, references to counsellors' discretion were also
mace, :

Most counsellors estimated that many or most
persons in the community eligible for VR would not
receive it. This was attributed to limited agency
resources and outreach. Except for new employees, all
- counsellors felt their caseload was up to capacaty, at
least.

Many counsellors seemad proud of the number of
difficult rehabilitations they had achieved, in spite of
agency incentives to work with easier cases. Some
reported resorting to "creaming" to compensate for
the amount of time spent on difficult rehabilitations.
Rehabilitations of farm workers for other occupations

were among some of the difficult cases mentioned. ("Creaming":

Accepting and taking credit foxr clients that probably
had not needed VR services in order to find gainful
employment.)

Tests Used for Vocational Evaluations

Standardized diagnostic techniques lack valid-
ity for farm workers, according to wmany counsellors.,
Language barriers and illitoracy were only part of the
problem. Some farm workers reportedly scored below zero
on a vocational aptitude test, "

A few counsellors accepted test scores at
face value, even when scores failed to indicate any
vocational potential. Other counsellors continued to usec
such test scores, because better assessment techniques
were unavailable. X
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Availab;éiPsyahctherapy

Language differences impeded treatment of
clients with mental or emotional disabilities. The
practice of ‘some treatment professionals of using lay
translators may have impaired treatment.

, Treatment professionals reportedly did not
successfully take into account cultural differences
between themselves and farm worker clients, according
to some counsellers. An example cited was that of a
psychiatric consultant to a rural VR 6ffice who was
trained in New York, and who consistently diagnosed
Chicana women referred to him as being "sexually
repressed."

Cuxxent VR Programs for Farm Workers

During IRA's research, RSA had funded three
grantees with programs specifically intended to serve
disabled migratory farm workers. Those were the
Arizona Job College; a multi-service center in Nyssa,
Oregon; and a counselling and pre-vocational training
program in the Rio Grande Valley of Texas.

After IRA's research was completed, new funds
were made available under subsection 304(c) of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Grants are presently
administered by five Assistant Regional Commissioners’
offices. Grantees reportedly are nine different state
VR agencies: California, Florida, Idaho, Oregon, New
Jersey, New York, Texas, and Wisconsin. Early estimates
are that first-year spending by grantees will exceed
the $685,000 minimum required by law. Grants typically
have three-year commitments.

Arizona Job College

The Arizona Job College (AJC) in Casa Grande
is a residential rehabilitation and training center for
families which include agricultural workers. AJC is
described as providing a relatively intensive approach
to family rehabilitation.45 1t provides a rehabilitation

45

‘Betty Murphy, Arizona Job College: Defeating the
Dependency Syndrome (0ffice of Economic Opportunity:
Washington, D.C., June 1972), p. 5.
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milieu as well as a comprchensive range of specific
counselling, training and treatment services. It also
treats families' dysfunctional attitudes and traditions
not suited to rehabilitation objectives.

Pre~Vocational Training for Handicapped Migrants

‘ The Texas Rehabilitation Commission (TRC) office
located in Pharr was the site of a demonstration-expansion
project to improve effectiveness of VR services to
migrants. The office was located centrally in the Rio
Grande Valley, which comprises the largest migrant home-
base area in the nation. The Pharr office, even before
the project, had significant numbers of target clientele,
although not necessarily all migrants., The service area
of the office has a population which is over 85% Spanish-
speaking, and has over 50% of its population eligible for
OBO services by reason of low-income., The main employer
is agriculture and related industries, and much of the
employment is seasonal.

The project involved two bilingual Chicano
counsellors who specialized in migrant conses referred
through normal channels. (Many of the ether counscllors
in the office, and all of the supportive staff, were also
bilingual.) 1In addition to the training resources.
normally available to all the counsellors, the migrant
‘specialists were able to refer migrant ¢lients to
pre-vocational training classes taught by Spanish-speaking
instructors employed for that purpose by TRC. The classes
werc said to include instruction in grooming and appearance,
attitudes and work habits, along with other fundamentals.

There was conflicting information about whether
the project was still funded exclusively for migrants
at the time of the interviews. In any case, staff
interviewed tended to feel the program should be available
at least to all low-income Spanish-speaking clientele,
rather than just migrants. The wider population they
wished to serve generally conformed to the operational
definition of the target population used by this IRA Study.
In any case, the project's narrower definition of "migrants"
did not appear to be rigidly applied in actual practice.
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Some Comuor, Characteristics of Disabled Farm Workers

Disabled seasonal agricultural workers appear
likely to be cither suffering from a work accident, or
from the multiple cumulative symptoms of a career of
manual labor. The former is likely to involve farm
machinery mishaps, falls from ladders, poisonings, and
other such accidents,

Middle~aged and older workers showing cunmula-
tive symptoms may often be more difficult to treat. Some
clients simply need a hernia repair. But a dispropor-
tionate number of disabled farm workers suffer from a
combination of problems such as arthritis, vaguely
defined back and leg pains, and high blood pressure.
Clients' lack of medical sophistication, plus language
differences; will likely impede thorough diagnosis
and treatment.

Disabled women often have the sane problems, , -
Others are troubled by hernias and other effects of ,
their above-average number of pregnancies and untreated R
complications at births. They are also more liKely to
describe themselves as being in need ~ . vchotherapy
or counselling, provided conventional . .. .is are o
avoided.

Other disabled, irrespective of age, are
limited by the effects of untreated congenital and
other chronic health problems. The effects of pro-
longed isolation from health and medical services are
manifested in a variety of problems, including unmet
needs for eyeglasses and dental work.

Handicapped farm workers are usually not totally
disabled, Howeaver, their productivity as manual workers
is sufficiently impaired to substantially reduce earning
capacity. '

_ LR

An alert and skillful counsellor may often-
discover other partially disabled houschold menbers in
addition to his farm worker client. IRA's respondents
wvere found more likely to conceal disabling symptoms
than to feign them.
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A target client will almost always be poor,
by both CEO standards, and usually also be USDA Food
Stamp and AFDS @ligibility standards. Clients are
likely to have received USDA Food Stamps or surplus food
commodities distribution services. The client is not
likely to have received any other services. Part of
the reason is ignorance of programs for which he is
eligible. Other frequent reasons are legislated
exclusions from eligibility, discrimination due to local
community attitudes, the client’s pride or distrust
or -anxiety, and employer prossure not to seek services.

Partial disability, and low houschold income,
together tend to discourage completion of rehabilita-
tion services., Families often can 111 afford to lose
the services of one of its wage earners, regardless
of the amount earned. Treatment and training may not
only mean short~term loss of wages from the client
member, but disruption of work schedules of other
members as well. Providing transportation to appoint-~
ments, standing traditional vigil at far-away hospitals
during inpatient_treatmént, and delay or cancellation
of migration itineraries, all threaten to wreak additional
economic hardships on families that have little or no
reserves. Rehabilitation programs appear to have begun
in many cases without families fully realizing at the
outset the amount of time and personal costs involved.

_ Depending upon the locality, there is a very
good chance that the client's primary language will
be Spanish. - 0f those who speak Spanish, 50% of those
speak little if any English. Those who do speak
English may not he sufficiently proficient in English
for effective ecounselling,

It is cowmon for target houscholds or members
to permanently move away from their home communities
or home base, A frequent pattern is re-location from
the South to some northern cornmunity, close to both
agriculture and industry, pernaps close to relatives,
or near a site where one uscd to work as a migrant,

Recently re-located or settled-out familics
frequently have family members who aro highly motivated,
but are experiencing overwhelmingly difficult adjustment
problems. Work may be harder to find than expected,
the cost of livinyg may be higher, the weather colder
and fuel bills highcr. Housing may be hard to find, and
the local conurunity may have hostile clements. Some-
times parents or relatives back "home" are depending
on the resettled family for income. Attempts to scttle
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out "upstream" often fail, in spite of greater earning
opportunities than in southern home bases. Relocation
attempts are sometimes repeated. ‘

The target client frequently has very limited
gualifications for commercial and induc:rial employ-
ment. However, he may not be as limited as conventional
measures suggest. For example, the client with a
fourth-grade education, limited English ability and
ne-formal-vocational education, might nevertheless
have the aptitude and basic skills needed to be an
excellent engine mechanic., While unable to read
manuals or receive instruction in a Gi diesel certifi-
cation program, he might have had extensive experience
supplementing agricultural earnings by overhauling
neighbors' automobile engines. If asked by a counselloxr
to list his previous emplovers, he probably wouldn't
mention that experience.

His limited education shouldn't suggest
limited intellectual potential. More likely it
represents the combined result of economic pressures
and family beliefs during childhood, and lack of
encouragement or outricght discrimination by school
officials.? Immigrants may have rceceived some education
outside the United States. -

The counsellor may need to look into unfamiliar
job markets in order to rehabilitate a farm worker.,
The target client may have potential for permanent,
full-time agricultural employment. Agricultural
mechanization has been creating new kinds of jobs
requiring training. Training agreements right be
explored with corporate agricultural producers andg
universities which have been spearheading the movement
toward mechanization. Other occupations should be
explored. For example, agricultural inspectors, although
seasonally employed, are often well paid.

46
U.5. Coinnission on Civil Rights, Mexican-Ameriean
Education Studies: Report: Ethnic Isolation of Mexican-Am:ricans’
in the Public Schools of the Southwest,
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Barriers to Successful Rehabilitation

Disabled farm workers are relatively unlikely
to come in contact with VR services, Those farm workers
who do becowme VR clients tend to bencfit less from VR
services.

Successful closure of farm worker VR cases can
be variously defined. Most counsellors with farm worker
clients dofine successful closure in terrns of "status 26"
requirements, in which the client is placed in satis-
factory ciployment lasting beyond some specified time.
Some counscllors report that farnm orker client cases
are less likely to achieve statu: 206 closures.

"

Use of the status 26 criterion may mask lower
degrees of success with farm workers than with other
VR clientele. Counscllors report that most farm wgrkef
clients achieving status 26 have been provided wit
medical treatment or restoration scrvices, and th
returned to farm work without receiving vocational
training or related services. The client reportedly
accedes easily to plans to return to farm work. However,
farm workers sampled by IRA would have preferred to
pursue a different vocation. '

Clients who actually prefer to return to
farm work arec usually unaware of labor markei trends
in dqu culture. Recent p?@jéCtiGﬂS suggest continued
e of tne seasona’ _abor market due to crop

1’r lubor displacing technology.

If a couns tllﬁr docesn't explore dltﬁ:naLJVE Lzalnlng

and vocational planﬁ for the disabled farm worker during
case planning, he might be doing his clicnt a disservice,
in spitc of the client's stated prererence for farm
work. Development of vocational alternatives is often
made very difficult by farm workers' needs for basic

“education and other long-term training. But both
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counscllor and client often fail to realize that return
to farm work will mean increasing unemployment, under-
employment, and shrinking individual earnings.

Successful rehabilitation is a matter of
degrece, as opposcod to the "all or nothing™ character
of status 2o, If the status 26 closure rate for Ffarm
workers were known, it might gxaygerate the effoctive-
ness of VR services provided such clients, relative
to other VR clientele. In any case, closwore data on
farm workers cannot be derived from available case
records.

Special characteristics of the farm worker
Eopulﬂtlon, leading to disparitics in VR service
delivery and effectiveness, are summarized in terms
of ten "barriers" to successful rehabilitation.
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health services tends to reduce the number of referrals
by physicians to VR. Some counsellors feel that physi-~
cians also tend to co-operate less with VR when evalua-
ting or treating a farm worker VR client.
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2. Lack of @thcr N qerJrez for the
tarqet p@ﬁulatjan. } ‘ough } eligible
for a TV djlamﬁi oy oar s likely
to make :Dntact or r i SEE?iEHS from e .les
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ugh referral,
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training, treatment or placement arfreainents could bc
developed. Examples found werce PHS Mi lgrant Health projects,
EOA=ITII-13 grantﬁéﬁ, DOL "Last Yellow Bus" MDTA contractors,
DOL "SER" Jobs for Pr@ﬂ»iis officens, DOL-OLC projects

serviﬂgimigrantg, community organizations, unions, and
others.”

4. Lack of ‘nancial _resources among the
target population o ab: tic 5. The
average annual carnings orf Lhe Houschol 1
menbers in IRA's sample was $2,958, yieldi ng a per

DOL (U.S5. Dept. of Labor) programs for farm workers
have since been reorganized, and some have boen disa  inued.
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capiuvn carned income of $518 The average total annual
houschold income was 3,767, thc difference being pro-
vided by income Lransfor payments programs such as AFDC,
and miscellancous sources.  (In-kind cmployment benefits,
and voucher subsidy programs such as food stamps., are
excluded.) Pavticipation of a family moember in o Vi
plan tyglcal]y 1mp@ 3 specilal costs on the farm worker
houschold, princiy ]1! in the form of lost wages by the
client and DthEIS wh@ provide the client's transportation
or forgo migration during rechabilitation. “Temporary

loss of the client's services in the home (e.g., child
care) are amond other such cos Ignoring such costs

5is
during case planning may contribute to farm worker clientis'
high attrition rate.

al difforences between
and Vi Insurficient under-
; ) bo. can CQUthlleS and farm worker clientele
is &uggcstzd by high attrition, and by discrepancies
between IRA survey findings and counsellors' impressions
of clients. Most counzcllors of farm workers are
unable to speer those cli ats' native language. 80% of
the faym workers intervi. ;ed by IRA spoke Spanish, and
40% spoke almost no English. Counsellors' lack of
information on farm workers' social, cultural, employment
and financial background appears to impede succes sful
rehabilitation.

7prnq:am5

for target
e}(lr]l)l_t d ave
Appropr hLL

had hlgh SCJDGl dlal@mag.
gousees were lacking in communities

with local LUHCLHtldLlDW of farm workers. Needed
resourceas 1ncivu@ b;llnqual adult basic education
progranms,

r1l-bilcultural instruction, programs
; cond larquage, and pro- vocutjénal
iﬁq conventional wcerk hgn;L; and
non-agricultural irdustry and commerce.

7. c isolation and m@;{Tltv of the
target population. > [oum worker population 1s iro-
guently distributed along rural farm roads, or concen-
trated in rural colonies, or residing in temporary field
canps Disabled farm workers frequently do not have access
to personal or public transportation. The immediate
financial needs describod above, along with high unemploy-
ment rataes at home ruse areas (estimated at 16%),
encourage secasonal migration in scavch of work. Migration
is likely to occur cven at the expense of scervice delivery
continuity and associated lonq range bonefits.
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o= sunsellors! decisions to
by returniﬂg them to the
§ SUCh &8

are
.infor-

s

: erlngnq 1 11
2ies in counselling

12% of the
related
catment

farm wnrk’Vﬁ. Also,

reported cmotional o
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Policy Considerations

Tarjet Popula 7 ’ resent VR p@llcy
is that farm workers ara JU ae Ent”tled to VR services
as other people, and that farm workers are evaluated and
served on an individual basis without speeial considera-
tion of their farm worker status. llowever ", the state/
federal VR program hos not goenorally chDmedaL(d the
special HD.”S of disabled farm workers, and service

) r

delivers i ;5 "o farm workers have resulted. Congress
has sho roanterest in she snecial needs of disabled
farm wor:.. .., but no clear m¢nﬂgtﬁ presently oxists to
provide equitable VR service deliver ry to them. IRA did

not cxplore any possible lPGul implications of present
service delivery disparities. It appears that the

relative priority of disabled farm workers is an issue
that remains to be settled.

Present VR emphasis on serving SEVQIEIY dis-
abled clients could either cnhance or hinder services to
the farm worker population, ﬂﬂpnnding upci how severity
were dzfined. However, emphasis on the severely dis-
abled is unlikely to jincrease services to farm workers,
unless accompaniced by a program to reduce the s=
delivery barriers described above.

Eligibi. ity Counsellors uniformly
state that a clicnt is éllglblé iDr VR if he has (1) a

disability which (2) poscs a ?ub”tantial hand:icap t@

employment, and (3) the client is 5 likely to achiev

gainful emplovment as a result Df VR services. InLerpléLa%
tion of eiigibility requirements varies from case to

case and from counsellor to counsellor. 74% of the dis-
abled hcads of household in IRA's sample were partiaily

disablc i.e., their productivity in the ficlds was

|t rne
i

.

o

e

[)

+

substantiall> limited by a dis sability, but they continued
to engage i + 7 work. At least some counscllors
already co: -+ such disabilities to qualify under
provision Poave, IRA used that interpretation when
entimating aumber of farm workers eligible for VR.

Farm Worker Status=-- Presently mjgratlng field
workers constituted a subgroup within IRA! s sample. The
remainder of the sample consisted of othor Jlnd of
seasonal agricultural workers or members of their immediate
househola;., Included were migrants and others who were
currently unemployed in agriculture, but had engaged 1in
scasonal work within the last five years. Practically
all were low income.

vT"
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The above-average disability rates, and the
special pooulation characteristics gcldtvg to VR service
delivery barriers (except mobility) characterized the
entire sample. Non-migrant farm workoer included in
IRA's sample need spocial VR servicos just as much
as migrants do (c\c ept for accommodation of scasonal
mobility). ‘“he proportion of the target population that
is not currently migrating may increaso as crop
mechanization increas

Defining T“Habiligﬂ Lon-- Given scasonal
agricultural Tabor mairle t shr ge, the long-term carning
potential of many farm warkér clientelo migl; be higher

if they were trained for other vocations, instead of being
rchabilitated to TELUIP to farm work. In Suéh cases,
VR can offer diiforent d&qrcﬁa of rehabilitation, which
the current ntafuf 26 statistics do not measure, Increased
VR emphasis on pTEpJLBHU f,rm workers for other occupa-
tions wruld be r stent with current DOL farm
worler program

Increasced fam: counsell ing, relerral.s Iamlly
members to oth scrvices, and involvement of the family
in client rehabi itstlnn and planning, all might work to

reduce attrition and unsatsifactory clgzure rates,
Current Jegislation allows transportation expense reim-
bursement and other services to non-disabled family
menbers, arv least for farm workers server JGider special
migrant (3uvi vn MoN .06, The legislation appears ambiquous
about whe'lier income maintenance and training services
might #%z0 be extended to non-dis sled merlors o

disabled farm worker's immediate family. Such & Llicy

would enhance the ong-term benefits of VR to the
disabled farm client. The policy might also

the likelihood of
Lsabled farm worker

reduce case attrition,
successful rehabilitation
client.,

W

r‘- )

¢ Delivers
, farm workers could
rough IEuLlDCd on of existing

gencldl pl@gfgﬂ nonies spe tain state VR agencies,
or by providing special ; p@rr grants or other earmarked
"90~-10" grants, hil tates have made an effort Lo
hire more Spanish- :DunaellarPg voluntary
reallocation of gen am monies by “he states

appears uniikely.

The most feasible funding mechanisn appears
to be federal grants under section 304 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973. RSA could reallocate 304 monies, to

oke
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increase grants authorized by sub-section 304(c). Given
present authorization, and assuming futuroe appropriations
at least at present levels, RSA may allocate up to
$5,000,000 per year for 304(c) grants to states. This
compares with $735,000 actually allocated by RSA for

this purpose in FY 1974. (The legally recquired minimum
allocation is $685,000.)

Congressional action could increase the amount
of 304 monecy RSA is required to spend under 304 (c¢),
if they increased the presently required 5% earmarking
level. A general incrcase in 304 appropriations would,
of course, also incrcase minimum required spending under
sub-scction 304 (c). However, to be most effective, the
initi.:cive to expand 204(c) services to farm workers
probably needs to come from within the sdministvation
itself.

State 304 (c) grante~s micht be induced or
requirad to continue farm wor'w: service proijects with
general program monies, following termination of the
90-10 grant period. This and other aspects of a nationail
expansion cffort might be better accomplished if 304 (c)
grants were administered and monitored centrally by a
program specialist in Washington, D.C., instead of being
delegated out to Assistant Regional Commissiconers!
offices. :

?QligyﬁRgchmgnggt%th

The following recommendations assume that cost-
effectiveness and equity considerations wculd make
increased rehabilitations of handicapped farm workers
a desirable goal, given present levels of appropria-
tions to RSA and state VR agencies. Further study to
test that assumption is recommended. ' 4

Recommended Federal Policy

Numerical goals for farm worker case closures
should be set for state VR agencies, based on the
national farm worker population distribution. Farm workers
with partial disabilities should be included within

~existing eligibility criteria. TFarm workers would be

defined to include any members of a household in which
someone had engaged in seasonal agricultural employment
within the past five years, subject to household income
restrictions.,

5

~
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Emphasis should be placed on voszations »nalLliigg
client houscholds to settle out of the seasonal w: -
force. Continued emvhasis should also be placad i ain
workers with no feasible potential for other voc. liun*,
provided that such unfeasibility is clearly establishe!
by careful investigation of vocational alternatives.

Non-disabled members f disabled farm workers'
houschol:l. <hould be held eligible for a variety of VR-
provid.od corvices, including family social work,
referr.! (Lo ~ther services, income maintenance, training,
placcr: 1t it relocatlion assistance. Legislative
research oo possible action way he r&quired to enable
provision vt such services. JTraining and placement
services to family members may not be clearly
aunthorized by existing law. PG‘:ih]D use of VR funds
(other than those authorized under scction 304 (@)
for family scrvices in gencral alsa needs to be reviewcd
in light of currcnt legislation,

Suggested Objuctivens for RSA

1. Provide central co-ordina.ion of grants
to cuxpand servi to farm w@rké" using o o servicos
of a gqualified program specialist.

2. Adjust incentivos implicii
) reporting system, to encourage stat
ices to farm workers.

Lv"“
~
)
(e
]
ot
-
o
ry
—
pot
2

3. Provide training and technical assistance
rorvices to states undertaking projects to cmpand service

delivery to farm workers.

4. facilitate interoffice and interstate case-
?LC(":s.

work ser

£. FEnoourage colleges and universitics to
recruit quaL;flLl ﬁ;nﬁlliy students for t;alﬂlng as

rehabilitatlon counsellor

6. Evaluate various expansion strategic
undertaken by 304(c) grantecs, and disseminate ffiilan
and implications for practice to affected state agencies.
Add to the variety of strategics tested through addi-
tional research and demonstration activities.

7 Designate personnel to refine and recommend
action on the pclicies and service delivery system
recommended nherein,
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Suggested Objectives for State VR Agencies

1. Istablish research and dsmonstration
priorities to test strategics co expand services to
disabled farm workers.

2. Establish a generul priori Lty for expanding
sesvices, including numerical goals based on population
pa terns of farm workers.

oy
i

case statistics specifically

3 ecl ¢
s to fa WULBQEE;

al
ca

L l-—-'

. C
ervi

r’ t

concerning

4. Develo,. special p&riﬂﬁuél policies,
training and recruitment programs, to develop ajengy
ability to rehabilitate farm walk Ers.

5. DEVElDD a state pilanning unit fo plan
local gervice units serving local farm worker popula-
tions.

6. Budget funds Ep@élilﬁally for training
and other case expenses of farnm workers, dispersed
g@paratply from other funds

2

7. Develop advisor ¥ structures to assi
with planning and overseeing aervz ce delivery to fe
WOLLEY communities, '

*“‘L

EU

A Service Delivery

o

Y st

|1

m_for Farm Workers

The following elements of a service delivery
systent are proposed for RSA's consideration and further
sLuﬁy The plan assuvmes that the preceding policy
recommendations would bhe adopted by RSA,

The system would be national in scone. It
would cauqist mainly of units within selected state VR
agencies. In addition, there would be a4 unit within
RSA, a ngup of Outreach Units operated by local farm
worker service organizations, ancd a national talephone
referral unit,

The system would be finarced initially Yy a
centrally co-ordinated series of grants auth rized under

Ly
P
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subsection 304(c) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
Grant awards would be contingent upon commitments by
state agencies to continue their projects with general
program monies after grant funds ran out. Other sources
of funds might be required to support the RSA unit and
the national telephone referral unit, depending upon
interpretation of existing legislation.

R5A Farm Worker Unit

Functions of the unit would include the -
following:

=

(a) Solicit and process applications, an
award grants to state VR agencies, t
initiate participation in the farm wo.
sérvice delivery systen.

(b) Solicit and process appiications, and
awvard grants to local farm workor service
organizations, to function as Outreach
Units.

L]
(c) Monitor and cvaluate grantec performance,
and rencw grants accordingly.

(d) Provide information and technical assis-—
tance zervic Lo grantees and other
qualified disabled farm worker service
projects.

(e) Co-ordincte with other foderal programs
and agencies,

(f)  Recomnmend program and policy modifications,
including legislative modifications.

Thz unit staff would include a qualified farm
worker program spocialist. - Technical assistance and field
evaluation services would be contracted out to the extent

reguired.

Functions of the unit would include the folj~w-

(a) Plan and conduct feasibility studies to
establish Local Service Units for disabled
farm workers.
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(b) Develop scrvice co-ordination agreements
with local farm worker service organizations
to operate Outreach Units.

(c) Develop grant applications for Local Service
Units »nd Outreach Units.

(d) Hire «r* train Local Service Unit staff.

(e) Promw velopment of local, regional or
ste. Lrais ‘ng resources for disabled
fa v worker :, to the ewxtent such resources

ar-: lacking for Local Service Units.

(£) Moritmr a1 report on activities of Local
Service lnitg.

Local Service Unit: User/Settling-out Sites

User/settling-out sites are typically >ural
and semi-urban a) 5 where the agricultural work force
is augmented by seasonal migrants from other areas. Included
would be northern and midwestern states (e.qg., Michigan,
New Jersey, Oxegon, and others), as well as certain
regions within some southern and western states (e.q.,
California, North Carolina, Texas and others). (C.F.
Appendix A.) At user sites, most of the target popula-
tion resides there temporarily, anywhere from a couple
of weeks tc a couple of nonths or more., Often, some
of that trs .sient porulaticn attempts to settle out of
the migran. s“ream, 4 become permanent residents of
the user ar - .. Function. of the Local Servier Unit would
include the 319 owing,

(a) 1Increase referrals of disabled farm
workers to local VR officen.

(b) Accept or assist with cases in progr
referred by VR offices in other communit.
or states.

(c) Duripbj peak »opulation seasons: provide
evaluacion and initial case planning or
counselling services to recently referred
farm workers.

(d) During peak population seasons: provide
limited short-term treatment services,
to the extent that clients' imnediate
earning opportunities are not in, ired.

93
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(e} During peak population scasons: provide
referrals to VR facilities in migrants'
home bhase communities, or in communities
along major stops in migrants' seasonal
itineraries.

(f) During pe.k population seasons: explore
with *'ransient farm worker clients the
possibility of settling out locally,
an part of an alternative case plan.

(g) TITrnmediately after peak population scasons:
provide short-term treatment services to
transient clientele willing to delay
leaving; provide referrals to VR
facilities in migrants' home base
communitics, or in communities along
major stops in the itinerary, to provide
for follow-up vocational training and
placement services.

(h) Dburing off-seasons: provide counselling,
planning, treatment, training, and
social services to settling out and
other local seasonal agr-cultural workers
and thei: Jamilies.

(i) During ofi-seasons: promote development
of needrs training facilities for
disablel ©a.t worker. . in co-ordinataion
with other «rc aomity o lements,

Outrecach, recruiliment, evaluvation and social
services would be delivered in co-ordination witvh an
Outreach Unit. The Local Service Unit would-be staf
by especially qualified and trained VR counsellor(s).
Social services would be proviicd by an especially
gualified and trained social worker, either on staff or
on consultantshin, or on the staff ¢l the Outreach Unit.
The counsellor would be housed T=asonably close to the
target population, prcbably at gither a VR oifice or
at the _ffices of the Dutre ich Unit. Qualified

receptionist services would be proviaded. The counsellor(s)
would be supervised both by the local VR supervisor and

by the State Planning Unit. The Local Service Unit would
have a special budget for training and income maintenance
expenses of farm worker cases.
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Local Service Unit: llome Base Sites

Home base sites have both non-micorating seasonal
workers, and migrants who stay ~t home during off seasons.
Major home bases arc located in Arizona, California,
Florida, New Mexico, Puerto Rico and Tenas. Settling out
of seasonal farm work in home bases occurs two ways:
alternative local employment is found, or the household
(all or part) out-migrates permanently to another
community with the hope of finding cmployment., Home
bases are characterized by high structural unemployment
and poverty., PFunctions of the Local Service Unit would
include the following.

(a) Increase referrals of disabled farm
workers to local VR offices.

(b) Accept or assist with cases in progrecs
refexrred by VR offices in other communities
or states,.

(c) During local work seasons: provide
evaluation and initial case planning or
counselling services to farm worker
referrals, ’

(@) During local work seasons: provide
limited short-term treatment services
to the extent that immediate earning
opportunities are not impaired.

(e) During off-seasons (e.g., certain winter
periods): provide counselling, plannirg
treatment, training, and social serviceoe
to migrant clientele while they are at
honie and out of work.

(£) During pericls of seasonal out-migration:
provide such services to ron-migrating
farm worker clientele,

(g) During periods of seasonal out-migratvion:
promote development of needed training
facilities for disabled farm wersers,
in co-ordination with other crowrunity
clenents.

(h) To the cxtent that needed training
facilities will not be provided otherwise,
work with the State Planning .Unit to
develop VR-operated training programs
well suited to the needs of disabled farm
workers. (E.g., pre-vocational training.)

O

ERIC | 05

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P

(1) Co-ordinate with Vit offices in other
communities or states, to arrange
training or placement for clients
wishing to out-migrate permanently.

Administrative arrangements would be similar to those for
units secrving user/settling-ouc sites.

Outreach Unit: Local Farm Worker Service Organizations

The Outreach Unit could be operated by a local
migrant service agency or incorporated community organi-
zation, or by the local VR office. The former would
likely require lower costs per case, and would provide
a uscful degree of flexibility in promoting locally-
needed training facilitics for disabled farm workers.
Functions of the Outreach Unit would include the
following.

(a) Preliminary screening at farm worker
population sites to detect farm workers
. apperently eligible for VR services.

(b) Preliminary informatioh and counselling
services to apparently eligible farm
workers,

(2) Authorization and arrangement of medical
evaluations of apparently eligible
farm worrers.

(d) Referral to the Local Service Unit.

{e) Provision of transportation services
as needed.

(f) Optional: provision of social services

and family counselling and referral sexvices,

in co-ordination with the Local Service

Unit. .

(g) Optional: provisicn ¢f avaluation ang,
when authorized by the Local Service Unit,
selected trcatment services (E.g., the
Outreach Unit might be cperated by a PIS
migrant health project grantce.)

(h) Promotion, advecacy, or organization of
needed training resources sultable for
disabled farm workers.

906
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Phes Oulreach Uk 4 activities waudd e co-
orditatod olonedy with thoso ol the Local Seasion i,
Huncr ioal coals would Le set on an anpnal o) seasonal
Lasia Tor o ety 1o and evaluat tons, cabideet ta the
approval of e Dl Plaraing Unite B qr.xn*" WO e
Poo cnw prchod] ber 4l BOAC P A Won

el Unii b odn oo pnetiom
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?

acpencey orant e would prressiade PCional support Lor the

(ogdoe Loh b R vt e el ’..«‘=Ju3»| Pooroogy o e 31‘1
o= e Do i, o Lo e b Ou e acly Und b,
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{
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Halicnal Todlephoms Pofopral Unit

Phe undt's staff weuld include copocially
qual i Cied and Lyadeed i‘ﬁ‘];;n~e‘ lov(s) . Tnward and out-
viod yide caea telophone corvion (WATS) would e maintained,
with (HH*(&J(ZQNHV‘IHUﬂwm' Giooeaineted nationally to all
farin workor clienvele thronah their counsellore,  Thoe
crantce oporating Che unit could be one of Lhe participa-
Ling ctale agoneics,  Juncbions of the Dational Telephore
Reforral, Und Uowould inelade the Lollowing,

(a) Asocist faem worker Ve elients in re-
caltablinhing service delivery, particulaxly
after thoy have relocatod,

(h) Ansist fovm voerker YU clients in obtain-
ing shert-tenn ;uAUr-:'i sorvices from
aquneioe in Chedr arca during Cf’i]'fi:";(‘:ﬁ
wviidle in treonsit.  ({it.g., uergoency
food and medical servico rLfGlLdls)

(¢) Provide follow-up services fory such
roeforyils, with the assistaneae of VR
stalf in the cliont's axrca.

(d) cCompile and maintain a natiocnal referral
directory of VR of fices, also Ldentifyving
Local Service Units and Outreach Units
of the fa:m worker VR sarvice delivery
systom.

(e¢) Compile and maintain a diroctory of
srgency and other non~VR sexvices for
farm workers (based on information
obtaininable £rom the Juarez-Lincoln
migrant program and other programs and
agencies) .
07
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(fY Regularly disseminate updated directorics
to Tocal Service Und o and Oubreach
Units of thoe farm worker VR scervicos
del ivery gystemn,

(¢) Assint counsellors in maintaining follow-
up contact with farm worler clicnts,

Lrees

Praining of counsellors seaving disabled farm
worhors shouled ¢over the following points and suggestions.
These are basoa largaly on recommandations from a nanber
of counsellors interviewed for tihis study. Some of
those may strike counsellors as goneral principloes
applicable to othrr clients, toon, The reader should
rememhor, howvever, that each of these recommended
practices is ospecially important when counselling faxm
worker cliontele.

1

Talk to local comnunity organizers,
sorvice program staff.,  Learn about local
population fluctuations, peak seasons, origing, working
condi tions, lifestyles, and special problems.

2 &
having contact with

14l contacts in other agencics

population.

Encourage usual sources of referrals,
such as physicians and public assistance workers, to
refer more disabled farm workers,

Develop contacts with such organizations
as the following that serve farm workers in your arca.

EOA-1II-B grantees, and other Community
Action Agencices such as those formerly
funded by OEO..

DOL- funtied programs, such as the National
Migrant Farn Worker Program ("Last Yellow
Bus") MDTA/LE&D contractors.

PHS Migrant Health projects.

98 ~
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Church organizations, unwl A the Migrant
Ministry, and Catholic diccousan programs
for the Spants Ir‘puuhlnq,

United Farm Workers® Union,

ESEA=TItle I-"Migrant Amendment' programs
in the public schiools, such aus micrant
sumimer schanls, or achools particod ating
in the National Migrant Record Transitoer
Systom fundexd by OB

ORO Rural Legal Assistance or logal aid
project:.

Jobs for Prograsc, Inc. ("Project SER"),
funded by DOL, or by local or county
revenue sharing.

Community organizations and communlty
leaders with farm workers ameng their
constl tuents,

EOA Migrant Head Start qruntwﬁf funded
by 0OCD,

i
o
)
Bl
b
W
s
e
au

Rural manpower services Df
employment security commiszasion or state
enployment service.

e}
b
LW
]

Adult Basic Fducation programs.

DOIL- i_1111c1t +d }3x;f)£7r°éin1é= Suc }, as CEP's, MDTA

projects ch serve major
Qettliﬂq

[

in

Llf)_‘ }1113

hours.

(grandparents, etc.) who normally participa
family decis

This nmay require home visits during evening

Az

Be sure to involve extended family ﬂémbers
te in

et

ions.

Work to gain the confidence and support

of the head of the house, Lf that person is not in
fact your official client. This may help prevent
unexpected departures by your client.
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Try (o provide other services Lo the Tandly.
Moo roferirals to olher gservices for which they appenr
eligible, aad provide follow-up advocacy ol Lhe agenaics.
Probe for othor members ponsibly el igible oy VRO To
the oxtent permitteod by your agency, provide training and
) I - ; . If .
placement sevvices to other Ltamily metibars,

Obtain assistance as needod from o quallficd
family social worlker,

{her Tam T/ nncde o fends
rs’hub J %utnm }}iﬁuﬂii

the taming of Al

maticipate potential conflicic with
soasonal work dtinerarios and plans for wigroation,

Fwplore alternatives to zniqzx%tjcu1, such
as having the client mber of the family romain behind
with a Ltrusted relative.

Schedule Jong-ternm Lraining or treatment
plans arcund harvaests (,ud other employment seasons,

Accelerate the rehabilitation plan as much
as posmible (although without neeﬂ]easly sacl ficing
occupational alternatives for the client).

7f§m§°

t'f

Learn how the c¢lient has been contributing
income or services teo the househnld (c.g., helping in
the ficlds, providing child carg).

Help other family members obtain higheor
vages, hetter employment, or (if necc _1fy) income
maintenance servicoes (e&.¢., AFDC=U, VR, social security,
EOA-1TI-D emergency food and medical Lvrv1gmg)

-

Explore training programs with stiponds.

I;_qip] or
| into nrner

7 Consider such strategles to be part of the
rehabilitation plan. To the extent allowed by your
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cypensen uning VIR training

o location
oSOl roe,

ansint with
othor availabsle

lroady

agoncy,
fomily had al

monics and any
You nay {ind that the
nuch a move.,
carefully,  Consider

just

1t

feansibility
CarnThg capacity,
clicnt.

been considering

Resoareh

the total fanily
' o your

inpact on
carnings of

the potoential
ot her

Securae thoe f‘mmpwru. ion of VR or
in the proscpective settle-out aroa.
conpl ications, such as

lence in

agonei o
interdeperndenc

e alert for
found 1y ties and economic
home community,

jab plac

housing, -
the prospective

cxtondad
oment,

the present

to help arrangc

ancistance, in

Work
cprvicos or olthoyr

social
ared.

scettle-out

kili)) lﬁlﬁi,ii
\71“

5 with adequatoe

E i
(;Tiij—.l 1_{ )

"track record" in the farm

consul tants to find

lanquago
and other practitioners,

Consider thedir
workaer commnity. Use modical
suitable physicians, psychiatrists,
act with nicratory

C@n#

equent

fxl]“ﬂ CL)J ker ¢ lientele
the assistance of case agsistants
raintaining contact with the client

and othm
Securc
and other encices 1In
family at
Remain alert to unforscen problens or

doubts experlienced by or his family, and try
to resolve them before the client dicappears on you.
1, or on

the c¢lient
Don't depend upon mail telephones

that are not in the client's home.
ssary to gain

£33

Sceek 1qul assitance i1f nece

to nmigrant camps
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97

Boeo sure the olicont knows how too et drn
touch with vou, how to leave a mv.::';.'\‘;u for yonn, et
Arrange for competent LiTingual receptionist corvices
at your of !'iw\. To the l"I*lii(‘Il(‘ guﬁx'nnh ed by your ageacy,
cxploin to colionts that you can acoept colleats long-
Aistance calls, partic n]llr Iy if he da migrat g,

et

10. Fovr ineliagib e Faorn w “'};i“' 1 o‘: arrala, or
farm worlers whn ’H,‘{,,,{‘.,W:‘,;f, ‘ "”‘{:, Vi CIERIERT w‘, j)'()"'(il“: -
i(*if\]‘i’u I perr i i i Pty emipe gt ur‘.z’;(,vd Y] ywz.‘h'.?_'s’w::‘—ﬂ? LA
‘l‘ Tl'l‘&‘.’ ‘\; ! o " » V 7 N o ) S T - ) o ’

13, Probe careiully for vocational okills ondd
aptitudies thal might ot e saggeston by oo
OV '!ux‘ AR R

T 1 LIRS

Den't boe miglod by suporficial cemplowvinent
historicvs, limited formal oducablion, or seores on
standardized diagnestic tests

12. J,_szfn o vocal 1r»'m] altor nat 1 e ffan-m

lon't routinely ascuwns that farm workers
neoeding simple treatment services cshould be roturned to
scasonal farm work, Consider current and leng=rangs farm
labor market tronds, and your clicnt's year-round cearning
capacity.

-]

The elient may have already assumed that
retann Lo foom g-:m‘}: i the only feanible vocational coal.
Encourage himn to cxplore other feasible goals with you,
including gouals ic\;u;f;{xlg basic cducation and spocialilzaed
traininey.

Don't be misled by local growers' problens
with spot labor shortages Considey larger trends an
terms of the future welfare of your client,

Aveid canf] ,
; mj m"m r }uu.,c lmlci

1"%

m f‘f«‘.bi r

Arrange to worl flexible hours.

Be alert to costs j‘npr’)é“!d on clients!
families by transportation to appointents, time avay f{rom
work, imposition upon present employers, C‘( Provade
or reimburse for transportation.

=
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14, Originate and transfor canes for Fransient

ientoele,

Arvange with yowrs supervisor to be given
eredit for canework not cxpected to lead to a status
26 closure for your offico.

Facilitate case transfors to other
communi tics or states, providing follow-up contacl to
ascure scervicoe continuity,

Perform as wany of the prelimindgry steps
as Lime permits, such as medical cvaluations and initial
vocational coanae L.

Pricf ¢lients on how they e reach you
if thoy Teave, irvespecltive of what Chey say thoeir plang
arco.

[f you receive o trancfer, don't yepeat
evaluations or olher time-consuming eligibility and
planning procedures already accomplished by the provious
councellor., £ the provious councellor to coordinate
service deliver

15, Set an informal gusta of
v caseload, in ¢

"\gj, th

Set informal quotas for hoth farm workors
returned to farm work and farm workers retrained for
other occupations,

¥l

Revicw with your supervisor realistic
overiagll casne closuse rates for such a cascload.

(Check for conflicting agency regulations.)
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AUPLENDIX A

o
st

Ayl Torat. Miguants v orn e UNITED STATES

COUNTIG HAVING APPROCIRATELY 127 OR MORE
FAMILY QEPELDENTS THAT HTNER MIGEAT T P4l O RESIDRD T, THE AREA AL S0OME TORT DURIHG

196708

Sthite ind counly

Alabamy:
Ebdain o
Rarhour. ...
Culiman ... ..
fiale.. ... .
obas ...
Do Folb ... ...
Facambna ... .
Greenn, L,
Heriy A
Houslea, .. ... ..
Mobe ...
Russell .
Tustalury,
Washinglon. ...

Total,. . ...
Arizand:
Apathe., ...,
Cothee
Coromino......... ..
Mancem

favdjg. ..
Pima_ . ..
Penal, .o . L Lo
Yoma, .. ... ...

Total..

Arkansis:

BERIOA . . e e iae e

Ciaghrad ...
Mempstead. . ...,
fovwad. .. ..o
Packson. ...
Johnsan. ...,
pillle Rwer., .,
Blssisuifin. ..o .o
Ponaett ..
St trantis. ... .
Seaity.. . .......
Washinglon
White. .. ... .

Tolal . ..o s

Californiy:
Blempda. .. ... . .
Butle, ...
Colusa..... ... ...
Conleg Casld, ... . . .
ElGorada, ... ...... .
Frese

Glenn, .
Imperial,
Exen,

Ros Anpeles. . . .
Sec footnotes at end of Labi

1ol

SEAT O

. B il
hame b e d
pripaaytty d

376
tER
%)

Chie

i67 o
s 174
182 275
67

1,09
01 1610
e 618

e 640
191 175

192 15,523

T 162

10. M7 2,312

A ey

I, (&7 [
e 1.

2 9B 434

104

AL CHLIRAL

[eaitine
gt ha ety
Pty ety !

1,76

oy

PR

NN
Y

5.02)
5.3%

190 Segt 30

Date of peak

Jung b... ...

ay 100

une b oL

v a0

Tov 15,
Hav, 33, .
June 15, ..

19,032 .. .

Aup. 3. .. ..

g2 . .
Ayt
:I‘:ﬂ-.;.i 1\) .

et 16, . .
Aup 24......
Sept 11,
Qct 16

hug 9., ..
SEp 4

. Lt

Jan 31,
funr Jh L.
WMag ...
LT

Wag2d

WO RS AHD NOEHGERING

[SATRERHI
Cref srdan

May 172 July 1.

Apr. 2% June ]

) Tuly V-Aug 20

Jan. T-Dec 31
Do,
GCo
[05:]
Da.

A h’.ayvl-{ieznt 10

D May 15 Hov. 15
. Jaty 1-)uly AL

Cnept 15-tov 18

IS TRCE FR

Apr. 20-May?5

0o

July 76-Feb 21
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COUNTHS HAVING APPRDCMATHLY 1P 05 RORE SUASGHAL AGKICULTIHAL WORRIRS AND RONWORKING
FARGY DFPFERDINTS THAT CITHED MISKATED IHTO, UR RES[DLO 0 Tne AREA AT H0MD POINT DURING
1970 48 Centugrd

Humiliet Fohit [shimated span of
Staln and twunty Totsl hame bl augiiboe Date of peak Cruf sea50n
i county bonlo eounty /
Califoemia Conlwed

LA T 3,740 . 3,250 Sepb 1. Jely 76 Feb 21
Bane o e (7% fi's o . ..
Blendeging, . e 1,447 [ 217 Aug B .. a2l
Mored e 7, 20m 161 7.08% . do. ..., Jan {-Der 3l
Bedoc, .00 0 L nd ..., B PLN ¥ 74 T [ /RN 1
Mosterey.. ., L., .o 6,510 inuy 61,10y July &% .. (80
gy [ IR (I AT YT B [0
Cranpn, S . ERREN dod | S PR O DU TR U L
Flseor, |, S 41 191 A hyp 1. M3 18 beb 2
Kinetafe . 7.0 2500 4471 Lyt T Jea b ber 31
Sactainenty &l O ety {1n
San Hemla . A0 Iy 2y {1
Laa tereadirg 1. 1617 100w Wy 2oL, {¥n
Lanloopy |, 140 oy July 170 L fio
San lateen L 1,977 L0 Juse V0 L 1n
RERE RTIN (A 01 a71 July ML 851
San Watta, (7t Y 4D
Santy fiyboeg 421 81 Do.
Santy vy iF ] 81 3N
Sarda Cryr 1,308 2,537 Do,
Sebisou oo 0 L L By 1y (1o
Selano ... . 2,750 Da
Soncrma ., [ 2,05 {0~
Stanichws, L, 1,07% 300 oo ko (6 v 20
Suller, oL 60 Cdan L-Des 3

Tetisma, Jlan 13- fee 31

Tulare..., . [¢N
Veatuer L . Do
Yolo...... ... . Do

Yube o ..., .. (3.

1 1
Colorady: ' - S

Adims. . e €% ..o 5 Ao 1

Elamgsa, e 160 50 50 Oet 165 . Nav. 18
Baea ... . ..., ] 5 oet 3L

Bent | S0et, 15

100 0ct. 1% b5 Nov. 15
340 ..., . da

on

34y July 3. 28-0ct. 29
30 da 5 0ct. 5

53 Aup lh... .. oot ).
403 June 15, ... Rav 1D-July 30
8 L...dao... L. RBay T-Sept 3|1
L. May - hate 10
s & CoLoL May 1h et 7§
230 July 30, 0L July b Det 15
C218 Juseds.. oL Bar )b July 15,
LEWZ duwe L, oo 0 Woyy 1-Hav |

Oteto........... . .. e : fup p0... .. Apr 30 Ger 3
Frovers .o .. o e 68 ..., . 268 Juee 1.0 Wy 15 -sept 3D
Fueblo.,. . ... ... .o 198 ......... .. 198 Sept 15, .. {15

Rig Grande. . . e - 21 (3] 183 Oct 0, . .. Jyme 1-0ct 20
Sapusche. .. ... ... ? : I Do
Sedpeagk. ... ... _ May ) Tuly 32
Veld. .o il L S Wag 1 Qet 31
Yuma LWy Nev 1L

Tolal, .. . e

Conneetinyl:
Fauletd, ...
Harttord, . ...
Litchhetd, .. ...
Middiesen, ...,
Hew Haven,

oM 1-oc 1.

o o,
. WA - Sept, 30,

Hew LORLON oot oo e i o
Falland. . .., e i e a A 14 I ] 2 Mar 1 Oct ).
Yoncham, . .. i e G

Tolahe oo iener e 11,672 C YR

Sea foulnales gl end of Lalile, p, 113
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COUNTIES HAVING APFROXIMATELY 100 OR MORE S{ASDHAL AGRICULTURAL WORKIRS AND RONWORKING
FARULY DEPLCRDENTS THAT EOTHER MIGEATED IHTO, UK RESIDED 1N, THE ARLA AT SOML POINT DURING
1967 68--Continued

) Number wesber Estimaled span of
State and county Tolal home-bawed  wspeatie Late of poak Ciop se350R
moeoynty & inko county 4

Delawate:

Kent . .... Lol% oo 1,575 . 30-0ct 31,
Neweast , i, 18 1,185 De.
SUSSBR.. e 140 . 744 Do,
Telal.. ... e Y . 3800 e
Florida: )
Achuy L0 L L 1800 oL L tlay 31, . Ape 15 luly 1Y
Brevard, ... oo ol 49 . {Ing 14 . et -ty .
Broveard, E 16, 100 17,015 fol 2%....... Jan b-Dec 31
Charlotte a6 ... Apt 30 . Do
Colber. e e e aieiaieas 11,60} 6, E3) oo . D,
Dade. ... . ... e 23, 980 1], 632 Jue 3l Do,
DeSolo.. ... ... ... ........ 2% U Wy 15 o Qct M=ty 31
Flaglee.. .. e s . 1, 261 19 Wy 1 Lo et 3 M |
Glades .. 4,215 B Lo dan 1-0ke 3L
Hardee . - . LERL ... . Lot bduly 2
Hendey. . ... .. 4 21a 12 . lan 1-Diee, 3L
Hiphtands S 3,460 2.80% 0zt V-daly 1
Willsboreugh., ... ... o 434 L AU 614 S Y 4 S A
tndian Kiver n oL o0l M
L710 COct T-aug N1
1], 600 3,750 Jan 1 Dec 3t
5,900 qu Qcl 1-May 3y
167 ... . . AprL-June 30,
1, 135 7] I3 B PHE
12, 029 9, ) . Jaa 1-Dec 3L
34,977 0,411 o dan I=luly iy
6,372 3, 000 o Gt T-huly 31
1, 261 119 . Oct. 30-May 31
SL Jahns 207 .. Do.
St Luae R £.315 5405 . Qet 1 June {5,
Sarasola, . ..., ... - 2. 503 50 oo et -May 3L
Seminale, . 13,102 12, 50 oo Qat J-duly 15
Sumler, 199 ...l o, Oct 1-Aug 31,
Unian, .. 199 . o Apr 15-July 15
Yolusia.. ... 1,463 ... C Ot 1-huiy 15
Tolal,.....o..ae .

Georgia:

Bibbo 201 201

Collee, 133 133

Decalur. . cetraaerrann May 15-0ct. 15,
Dougherty. .

Fultan, .

Peach.

Hawaii: Maul, .. ........ May 1-Dec 31

Idaha: ‘
Ada........ . 145 Aug. 17...... June 1-0et, 1
Bannoe 383 June 15, May 1-0ct. 30
Benewah . “ e im e e e
Biagharm . ... . 845 021 15....... May 20-Nav. 1D
Banneville . . 495 June 19, .. ... May 15-0:1 25
Bulls, 5860 0zt 15....... My 20-001 10
Canyon 3,421 May 18, . Apr o t=Dec 1
Ca... 199 Jyne 20. . May 15-gat 1
Cassia, 1,730 Oct 15, . May 12-Nay 1D
Elmore 44 Aup 17, . oApt 10-Nay |
Franklp, | 675 Junn 20, ... May 15-5ept )
Gem, .. 1,560 June 25...... June 20-Mav |
Cooding. 197 Magl5..... .. Way |-Jyma i
Jetletson 495 June 10.. ..., May 15-001 2%
Jerome., . 435 June 28._.... Moy l5-Nov. |
Lewis, .. wwmriee re xas .
Madisan, _ 237 juty 7 . . May 15-July 1

2,790 Juan 16, . Ry 15-0:030
201 juty 20 . June lh-Aug 15
634 May 18....... Teb. 15-0c1 30

Minidaka,,

101
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Telon, |
Tvan Falls.
Vashinglon. .

175 Aup 24
L4400 Moy #u
120 hept 20

S
B
=

Acg 30 ...,
May 31, ...,
Avg 31 ..

) Nutuber Humber Estimated span ol
State and county Tolal home-base 1 angiiting  Dale of frak Ciop +tason
wieountyt Gt county !
tedaha - Continyed
Payithe. Cienns 630 _ ... . 610 Sapl 2% ., CAugp 1-0et
Power, 7 0 520 June IS L., May -0 1)

Aug bi-Rept 3

P;Ji g hw 1
CoMay -0t}

Aww 10.0cl 4
NMay 17-1uly 4
Auz 10-5ept 40

Crywlond ool WMay 3l ., Ky 10

De Kalb Aup. 31, ... .. Maylbu-0et 4
May 31 ..., May 1071,

[ Ay 1l Coe Aug 10-0c

liequois, . fuly 15 0 _ .0 May l-Sep0 16

Jelleisan, . fMay 31, .. .. May 1031

Fane, . sept 3o, . Aug 10051 4

Feadal
Lake .
Lakv

Do.

" My 15-0¢t 4
. A 16Dt 4,

lee..

qunrr's . B ig
Waron,. . May 103
McHerty . Augz 19-0at 4,
Kercer.. LA

Ople.. ... Maylhopet 4
featia. . June 28-Nav. 1%
fock Ishand | Aug 10-0¢t 1
Unan......... CoAug |- Seit |
Yernvlian, . ::‘pr :liblﬁlu 5
Yashinglan ... Kay 3
“:\’alfrm_ ,,,,,,,, . Aug 10-5e5t 30

435 .;gpl K

. Mayl. -0ct 15
. ne.

1772 .....da
175 ..... do. ..., Do.
235 Sept 17.... 0. Do
Hq Sepl 10, ... Da.
( ;Gfl) 63 Da.
] 251 “Seol. Da.
g:';” N2 Aup 17, ... Do.
Chnton. 620 Sepl 3. .. Da.
295 Sept 10, o

200 Juned. ...

May 15-June 10

Floyd. oo 1,835 Sent 17 May | Get. 15,
Hanmoth, . owsnn oo 140 Sept 10 Co.

P gcg Sept 3, Do.

T 02 Sept Da.
::3:'{}:1dgmn 9 Sept 3 Do.
Jackinn 102 ..... Ao, fa.

Rasper. . 61 July23, ... Mar l-tav 15
Iay. .. 515 Sept. 1. . . May 1-Get. 15,
15?,;’1‘;;:-:‘& 139 ..., .do. .. Do

Knox. . .ooonn 13 luned.. . May 2)-June 10,
Foscusho.. . . 187 Sest 3. ... . May |-Oct 15
Lake....... 264 Se:u 10 . . . Apr. 15-Det 30,
LaGrange. [ . 0o
Ko 0 May 1-0¢t. 15

Madison, |
Marshall, |
Bhami. .,

Hohir.
Porter.
Fulasha
Randolph. . .......
Ripley.
Rush...

o May 15 0018
. May 1-Get 15,

Ua.

. Apr. 1-0ct. 10,
Moy FGet 5
L. Aug 1 bept 27

.. Ay 10 -Get 19
. ﬁpr. 1-0ct. |5,

5 h.
Seatronh ., May 1-0ct. 15,
Sheiby, .

Tippecance

See footnotes at end of Latle, p, L 1 2
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COUNTHS HAVIRG APFROSIIATILY 1M Op MORT STASONAL AGIITUT TURAL WORKERS ARD NDHWORKING
FAMBY DEFENDENTS THAT FITHER WGk sTED INFO, GR RESIDUD 84, THL AREA AT SURE POIMT DURING
196168 Contimyed

Numbier Humber 7 fshmmﬂl spin of
Slale and county Tolal homeslosed  ongoatiod Dale ol prak Crop season
incounty U owfocuurty ?

Indians  Continged
Tapton |
Yatish .

EDl Sept. 10, .. May 1-0cl, 15,
g Sept 17 . f1a.
419 Sepl. 3., ...,

Da.

Tolsl.._...... , lH?:,,.,_.,...,.,.

fowa:
Cedar............
Cerip Gord
Fluy o
Frankln, .
('lunuy
Ham
Ha
Kossulh,

270 I\Ug 1-30. ... HMay 1-Sept. 20,
118 .
Bl

Alg 1-30.... [1o.
“" Lodol L. p‘\pr 1%-5ept, 30,

Seoll, . L .

erlnmlgu;,-;....;;._.._: .

¥iorth

Kansas:
finney
Crant, .
Greoley .

Hastell,

. May-16-Aup. 31
. Nay lS-Aug 29

" May 15-Aug, 30,

. H:n' 20-
May 10

; Kay 23-5ept. 1.
May 17-Aup 25
. May 1-0cl. 30.

Slenl(n
Sleven
Viallace
VYichila. .
Wyands!t

TOMD . eeee e 4937 %76 4,331

Kealucky:
Catlislp
Hichman,
Ttimlle

Louisiana:
Assumption ., .
Cadda, .
East Edion e ;;v-
LMayiche,.

Sept. 15 Dee
. aept 15 )an,
. Sepl 15 Uec.

St Jnhﬁ the T
St Tammany,
Tewrebon
Tangipahs
Wasningion

. Ayz 20-Dec 3.
Apf 1-tiay 13

Amm.!ogk ....... 2200 L.l
Penghirat, 24 200
Fu.maqm. . .. 0

Somersel
Washiaglon............

Sza foolnotes at ead of table, p, 113
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COUNTIIS HAVING APPROX IMAT LY 300 OR h2ORE SIAS ONAL AGRIEULIURAL WORKRS AND NO WWORXIIG
FAMILY D IPINERIN S THAT [TTIER MG RATEOD I 30, OR RESIDE U 14, THE AR (A A SON[ POINT DURIMG
2967 8= Cotlin st

) B Nrua\bu- Hur. B [sEimat od spanol
Siite And caanty Total bomvebased enpragop  Datdol poak Ciop seai0n
heouy 3 intitoualy?

Maryland: , i .
Cariline ..., ss e n B0 Ay J5. ... - Junels Scat 1.
Dorhes Ber, . e 1.HO Ny 3l ... Aps.18-liov. 20
Fredtrick fem 0 . de, L Man 15 0el 3L
Kenh. ... R W0 Mawli ... Mari3-Rov 3¢
Somtise § R Ho v 1h. ... . Jurel-lpel.
Tabhot, _ ... I, 0 luiy oo Bpr.ldSept 50
Viashing i, 11T T o e B Ocg 0. dumelS tov 13
WiCOMIED, ces —ivesm oer ot orea 2 crie e s N2 Wiy 1S, - Navid hov 1,
WOlEMEL .. ~ e ivn oo i) 4 00 Aug.ds_ .. lumeid0el 3L

I [ kb 405 el -

Massachiset £3;

Bammtablt. . _iee v m s wan = .. M0 e i
Brishl, _, rn e 2 Ny 13 .o Ape. -0t 31
Digkts, - ] 0 . . - o
Esstr, - Mmoo Aug 15, ... - Apr.i-Tiav |5,
Franiin - g Az 16, ... lymel=tov. 15
Hampde . 1.8 BN bo_
Hampshis ~ 1.3 ]u” ]l . }\!.\YISS!."‘.JE\.
Midlleser,e., oo o - - g2 hup 152 ... - Apr. I=Pov. 3.
No ik _ - L : -
Plyncuth,,, . i | Sep® 30 ... . Mar )0 .Nov. 15
BN e —vvrsn mivem verm siven = m . Ok 1. oo May |5 0ct 13

| L1 P P P 7

Michigan: .
AUEMIR. oot e = .- Mavi5-Nev 15
Alpana, ) L. lynell Aup 1S
Artlim, iy, 2 duna 0 Avg 30
- Arenic, AL
Bay,... - Kav 0 5epl )

T dure)5-lev S
.- Mayl0-tev®
.. May 10=5ept. 30,

July 10-Sept 1%,

lyp e ]0-0ct 31,
h=e§-Sertis
CoNso 0 A2 10
L une15-Hav s
. Juned0 les s
Ity b Sept 15
lyly - 4 2,31,

Benlie, _ .
Beriien. ..o,
Casi... ...
Cheboygan..
[aton... ...
Gladwin. ...
Grand Travirse .
- Gratiol, . ...... .
Huroh, _ _...,.
nghm. ...
onid,. . ... fe e
A, il e e
L1 3111

Kalamar ... . eaeieen T lune10-piy 20
Keml... _... e eins = Lo luly 10 tev 5
apeer,. PP S lyne 3 et 31
eelithhu,,. e mieran o luse 30 0et05,
[LELLI o . Aug. 5= Gt 1o
Manitlee . e June {140y b

Masoh,, _.oee ciienn wii . lune - Gt 25,
dagomb. ool wiin s Aup. 13- tiew, 5.
Meeha, wiiiy i ve luly -2 10
Rid g, o cviees s July 14-Sert 15

Momne, ., Myy 15-Figv 3

Monltlrs,,.. lune 20- tigw. 5.
Mo nthar =ty . ore, .
Muzktpor, Ay 1, C o duly 15Ot
Rewsdyzo Ay 1, . iy 10 Ot 10
sk lang St 0. ... Azl 1h tevlh
Oeean, July 25, May 15 Oet AL
Dltam,, . Aug, I lune 8- hov. b,
liesque 13 e s )

Sapiniw, . furp 15, Way 20-Sept. 20,
St chir, ., July 3l lune 10 Sept 15
S\, Joiephe, Sune 15, lune 1-duly 20
Sangle, | July 31, May 20-Sopt 30,

A AL, g Bhegt o
Vung &5, o, My J0Sopt b
. o My 10-How 1

Shia Muse e

Setfooimlesilend o tasl, pl L] .

El{fC‘ ‘ , 109
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COUNT IS RAVING APPROXI®ATILY 19 OR MORE STASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKLRS AND NONWORKING
FAMILY DEPLEDIATS THAT LITHER SUGRATED 1F(70, OK RLSIDID 1N, THE AREA AT SOME POINT DURIKG

1967-68 =Continued
~ Numibe- Kumbei (slimated smym ol
State and county Talat home-band majatin: Dateof pe.s Crop seavn
mounly? iMtadunh !
Minnesol:
[T T F{. S,
bBig Stone.. - - L7 S, -
Llue Earth, - - 1 .
Carver.. ... - - 80 .- ) -
Chippews .. . 40 June25...... My 3l-1uly 26,
sy, ... e emenee - 1,157 ... do.o .o June 1Ot 25,
| L1 T RV, T . ... da.,..... Moy 3i-July 20,
freebom............... 86 Junell...... May 10-Qcl. 75,
Kamdiyohi,, o ... ... ... 19 ... - .
Kitgwn, , .. eane s 602 lyne 2 - June 7-duly 26.
Lee quiF e enes

Maeshall . ..ooonn i iins
Mashio. ... i et
Meeker,_ .. ...............
Mebeod.. ....oooocues
Norman..............
Polk.,...... ..
Redword. ... _......
Renvilte, ... .

T My 3)-July 25,

Simapnotey 12
con My 3l—=)uly 20

e

"2 June 7-July 26.

Waseca,, ..
Yatonwan,, .
Witan, .. ...,

Yellow Mediche. o oo v i s

Misgissippi:
MEBIR, . coscninans aemars samsenan
letvaad,, .oceoa-

Clake. ovieonninan

Oy, o veciennen

Coahoma.....

L4:3= 111 TR

[ IR 11

GEnddl, cuurirnar
Hareson, . ooocoun
Hinds. ciaenee

Missauri: . .
Dunklin . coooiai i v e June 15.,._,. Mayl-July 1h
Lataye e . Sepl 19, Awg 20-0u0 10
Misssap Ocl. 15.... ... Mayli-higv. 15
New M3dnd June 15, ... Do,

Perniseal.
Seoll. .

, e e 2 June 151000 b
SI0GdANE o el e i e '

Oct. 15, ... ... Do.

R T R

Montina:

fenverhedd, ..o oer et ver e e | & Lo July 1-Aug. 1
Big NI, e veyare coann vee s oes 1,218 K} | H.\({l!’éug 15
Tlasne ., et e e s s 190 ... ... dune LAgp 15
flrioadwile | i . v Jure LA L
€y bon, 300 ... Lo May VAl L
Civeide 618 Culy bAug
Choyles N . [35.
Custler... .. i, . May ib Aug. s,
iniels,. ... 15 135

Seqfootnotes st erd of table, p. | 13
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1967-68 —Continued

COUNTIES HAVING APPROXIMATELY 100 OR MORE STASONAL ACGRICULTURAL WORKERS AFID NONWORKING
[AMILY DIFENDINTS THAT CITHER MIGRATLO INTO, OR RESIDID IN, THE ARLA AT 50ME POINT DURING

State mnd county

Number

home-based
incounty ?

Num ber Estimated spanof
_migtatng  Dale of peak
inlo couity s

Ciop seaion

Nevda:

Toldl oo i crevre e B

Hnnhnascan(mued S
Dawson - 592 jung 2)...... Apr.1-Septd.
Glacier. {3, i .

Galiatin . . vras 150 Julyl . Ry 1-Aug. 15,
Hill... 3 150 June 20. , funel-Aug. 15
Juddh Baiin., 300 Awg LS. July 1-Aug. 25,
take....... 3 it aatan .
MWissoula, 255 June 15, . Mayl5-luly 15
Park. . 150 July 15, L duly 1- Aug. 15
Pra . 278 .. _.do....... Blay 15-Aug 15
Raval ) 210 June 15, May 15-July 15,
Richland 115 ., 2,175 ... .. do.. . Do.
Roosevell.. 158 5%,
Rosebud ... 58 158 )
Sanders_ .. 543 543 . . o
Treasure. 125 PP 225 "june X5, ... Rlay 15-Aug, L.
Tetod.... WO ............ 300 Awog 15, .. July 1-Aug. 25.
Valley....... 158 358 R )
Yellowstone o, ... iem e rimimeie s 825 ..o TR Tfume 150000 May 15-Aug. 1.

B 1] 12, 222 3,554 BGEB e aeens

Kebraskat )
Box Butte,. .. 57 100 5] Jume 15.-....
Chase, . ... 100, ...oars -t 100 e
Cheyenne,. 40 140 . im : .
Dawson., 192 .. s ., Bay 15~luly 31,
Deuel.. P R e
Keith. . 3 . Do
Lineoln, . 03 03,
Merritt_ . ... 854 18 po.
Perking 100 . _.oia e
Scotis BII. - Cereaess . 3, 143 82 Do.
G IOUT s o ven ses sanars sisarm s [ S i
83 4,845 Jume 10, ... Do.

Clayk”-..!-..-..
Nurnbald!

472 Mar, 11,.....Feb |-Fyneb
Lea duly A;DEL 10.
. a.

b 171 ) P

New Hampshire: Rockingham . ... ...... .

163 Sept 15.. ... Sept. 1-0cl. 15

f=—+

New Jersey:

MIantE, s s s s rene s
Bgrfeﬁ..i.é..
Rurlinglon, . .....
tamden, . .

Cape tay..
l;urnberland
Glaycester,,
Merces. .
Mlddl:se!

Warren C LI

2.193 July15.,..... Apr 1=Mov. 15,

05 Mg 21,. L Apr |eMNav. ).
650 July27...... Apr. l5=-Hov, 25
1,224 Mg 31,. ... . Aq¢ 15-Hov. 15
173 . da., ... Wy 28-fav, 15,
(139 Aug 15, . Man 1-Mov. 15
1,792 Aug 31, ....Apn 15-Kev 15,
ug Au; 20.. ... . k= |-Mov. 5.
4= TR [ B, Dp.
1,30 . .. .do.. . Do.
02 Scpt 10.. CApr 15-Nov. L.
01 Aug. 3l Aor 1-Hoy |

L. Mar 1Moy, 15,

2,34, do.. .
. Apt 15-Hov. |

?17 Scp! 10,

Total, . v sim iz ses

New Muum

Cufry. .

Quay.....
Rio Arriba. ..o v e e e
Ramgmli..
San Juan .,

San Mrfurl

Stafootnotesat cnd ot fasle, p. 113

BN
N
- R

May 24:Dee. 15.
7D )an 1.Dec, 31,
T dune 1-Hov. 10,

June 15 Dec. 12.

4,000 Jynels..

o July oo,
Trdig St 15
418 St 15, L.

10,000 ..., ..o oiviin o
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COUNTHS HAVIH
FAMILY DEPUNDENTS THAT C1iHIR MIGRATED IKT0, OR RESIDID IN, THE AREL
1967-66—Continucd

& APPROXIMATILY 100 OR MORE S[ASONAL ACRICULTURAL V/CREERS AND NONWORKING
A AT SOME POINT DURING

State and cunly

Total

Number

horne- based

in counly |

Mymber

migratng  Date of peak

inloceunty?

Estimated s pan of
Crop season

D T TR

New Keteo— Egﬁhnucd

§ 1Y

New York:

Chenangu,.
Columbia.

589 Aug YEP.
35 Sept. I
300 ........
1,106 Sept. 29.
105 Sept. §

Brunswick,
Buncombe,
Camden .
Cailere
Caswell, . .
Cherokee .
Chowan. . ..

Cleveland..
Columbus,. .,
Cumberland ..
Cunituck

iéy* :;md

ohnslon .
ones .,
le noir,.
Madnsan-
Hew Hmu.u
Neilhamplon,
Pamlico ...
Pasquotank
Pender, .

Polk. oo

felaware. eam e
Dutchess. A . 819 Sepl. 29.
Lrie.. . . 1,128 1,128 June 30,
Genesee, - . 591 Aug 4.
He rhirnes . . 300 Sepl. ..
Livingslon . 3 533 Sept. 9.
Wadison. . {1/ B
Monioe 2,667 . 2,667 Sepl. 15,
Niagara 57 5712 Sepl. B..
Onaida 30 300 Aug 1l
Gnlro, 1,500 . 1,500 Sept. |
Orange 1,516 . 1,515 Seul. 8
Orteans 2,E66 2,666 Sept. b
Qswego. - 4 401 Aup 25.
Rockland - 1 137 Sept. 8..
Sleyben. . 2 2,180 Sept 29
Suflolx 3 3,000 Oel 13
litsle 3 3,000 Sepl?
Wayn . 2, 2,6e6 Aug 4.,
Yyoming . ) 219 0cl & .
| £3 1 T R 1, 1500 Sepl. l.....
i 1] = | NI 29,280 . 29 EED e rieaans
North Cirolina:
Alleghany. .o ciimiamnn=es cemes 192 Aug. ?O_,_”
Ashe. ... - 19 .da
feaufarl . ] l?ﬁ “june 20.
Rladen, . .

noEon o

L R T T R

W

3
.- 365 May.25..
. 261 Aup 25.
134 ..
214 .,
112 .
123 oo iemenss
s aae 2% June 15.
112 426 June 23,
134 ....... caeens
187
740
"853 July 15,
161 33 Aug 20.
ciraerzes 213 July 1.
268 511 Aug 5.,
268 3,147 ....de.....
)/ N .
1,500
13 1,59
. 4
4%
134 267 §
e s 320 June 20....
N 628 June 3., ...
123 619 June 15....

P T A ]

” sepl. 10-0ct. 25,

. Sept. 29-0ct. 27,
June 16-0:t.27.
- June 23=0ct. 27,

_ June 16-0¢t.27.
_ July 15-0cl. 15,
_ fuly 7-0cl 27,

May 5-Ocl. 15,

June 13- 0ct. 27,
July 15-0ct. 15,
June 20-0ct. 27,

May 15-0ct. 27.

. June 3N-0ct 27,

June 15-0ct, 15

Da.
May 15=0ct.27.
My 15=Haw 15
May 1-Nov. |

Aug =5av. 1.
jan. 1-Dee. 3.
M 1y 15=tow 1.
May 13="aw. 15
Aug 15-0c2 15,
June 15=0et. 13,

July 15-Sept. 15,
Do,
June 1-July 15.

June 10-Dec. 15
May 1-Suly 10.
June 15-0zt 1.

May 15-Nov. L0
Apt. 20-Aug 15

fuly 20-Sepl. 15.

July 1-Arg. 20,
Nay 10-0ct. 12

T July 1-Hov. 15,
. May 1-Hov |,

Do.

S duly 1-0ct. 3.
2 July 1 nug 29,

7 May 1-Tuyi 10,
7 June 1-July 20,

June 10 -Dee, 10,

. May I-July 10

ST

a0 Sept. 1. ..

July 1-Aug . 20,
. May 1-0ct. 30,
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COUNTIES HAVING APPROXIMATILY 100 OR MORE SCASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKIRS AND NORNWORKING
FAMILY DEPERDIRTS THAT CATHER MIGRATED INT0, OR RISIDED IH, THL AREA AT SOME POINT DURING

1967 -68—Continucd
. , . ~ Numbed Number . Estsmated span of
State and county Total home-tased  migrating  Dateof peak Crop seasun
in county! intoecounly ¢

161 £ [ _
565 107 {58 Avgp. 25 . Apr. 15-0cl. 15,
321 ¥ 1 . ,
949 321 628 .. June 1-Nov, 30,
B2 e 152 .. May22-0cl. 9
B8 e 368 . June 15-Nov L.
1.710 A1 . o
180 214 B6 . June 1-0ct. 30.
129 L.iaio o 139 Sep . Sept. 10-Qct 25
w 694 161 5313 J o2 July T=Aug 25,
Walauga 187 _ieeos. - . 197 .. July 15-5ept. 15
Washinglon. 107 107 4. oias.-s o
Wayne.... £01 375 126 . Apr. 20-Aug. 15,
Wilkes. . kio - R 09 July 15-Nov, 15
Wilson. - 454 134 . Sepl 1-Nov. L
b 1113 . . 528 11z .. Jupe 15-Nov. L
(=1 11 R 16.360 5,0 .

600 JunelD-15... June l=July 25
1,530 Ot (€20 ... June|-Nov. L.
218 June 10-25... June l-July 1.

776027 duly 10-23.... June 1-0ct. 39.

TTTHE ot 102930 Sent. 10-0ct. 27
150 .!urltglipduly June 1=July 25,

§00 July £-23..... June 1-0ct. 29
300 June [G-25._.. June |-luly L.

North Da
C

VWalsh. . .._.
Williams,...

Totalo oo .,,,
Ohio:

Aflen.. ... .. 167 Stpt15...... Mayl=0ct 3L
Auglaiz 584 ... .da, Da,
Ashtabula. 334 et 3l Do.
Darke. ... Do.
Deliance Do.
Erie_ . Da.
Da.
Do,
Do,
Da.
Da.
Da.
Da,
Do.
2,000, .. .do. Da.
167 .....65 Do
134 Sepl 30.. Do,
L 2,147 Sept 1S Do,
11,909 ... 4o, bo.
1671 . ... .d3 Do,
%50 Septid.. ., .. N2,
500 Sepl 15, .. .. Da.
831 ... do... Da.

1,700 .. do. .ol Do,

Tolal. ..o e s

200 200 .

147 250 . Jume 1-24,

264 157 .. June 3-26.

561 137 . Jume 1-23.

520 .. eiiys . June 2-25.

100 100 . ,

401 157 . May 27-June 21.

11 ] 157 .. May25-lune 20,

921 200 " June 2-25.

659 15 502 Juneld, . Jume 5:27.

[£=Y R 851 July2S . .. .. Ju'y &-Sept. |

0 ...l A0 Junel.. .. Junel-Aug 70

652 200 %2 Ot 10. ... Hay27-Nov. 3.
1,12 . 850 {79 . ... do... ... May73-Dec. 5,

Q ‘ 113 ;
ERIC :
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COUNTILS HAVING APPROXIMATILY 109 OR MORE SEASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKIRS AND NOMNWORKING
FAMILY DEPENDLNTS THAT EITHER MIGRATID INTO, OR RESIDID IN, THE AREA AT SOML POIT DURING
1967-68--Conlinued

crat , Number Humbes Estimited s pan of
State and coynty Total home:based migraling  Dale of peak Crop s2as0n
ineounty 1 inlo caunly 2

Oklahoma~Cortinyed
dacksen, 2,21 1,400 B20 Oet 35....... May25-Dec. 20,
Kingfishe 1,05 157 930 . lune 326,
Kiowa, | 1,38 550 E3 . May21-June 27,
Ra:er Mills an bx)| . June 527,
Sequoyah 100
Tillman, 1,610 750 May 25-Nov. 20,
Tulsa 700

850 200 . June 1-24
16,854 9,895 ........
Qregon:
Clackamas__._.............. . 0 . s 15....... May2d-Sept. 10,
Crook.... ... 70 0el31....... Jutyl=Hevld
Deschutes. 1 ) ode L., Dot iGN,
Harney. . ] . Jutyl=lan 1)
Haad Rive it 25,
Jacn54n
Jelersan.
Klamath.
Lane ..
Linn. pl. 2
Malheur, . Apr.20-Ccl. 31, '
Marion cee Mar13-Col 20
Mulnomah. o Jumeid-Aug 25
Folk. . ] ] . Mar20-Ccl 15
Umalilia. . ; { Ll umell, .. .. Apr 1D-5ept. 3G
Union.. . =1 I 494 Wil,.. .., JulyS>Aug 10
Wallows. =5 I £ R 1,1 ¥{¢ 3. YT- A 1 8
Viasco, 5,28 cee Mard0-Aup 2.
¥ashinglo ... MaylG-Sept (0.
Yamhill. ... . .. .. Juna5-Sept 10,
Total oo e 44,073 £40 43,233 ... ..

Pennsylvania: o )
Adams, nes 1,310 ... ... Jung10-Nov. 15,
Berks ... ..ciiiiiiaa... . 400 | - Junel0-Nov. 10
Bucks 175, . Junel-tioy, 15,
Chester 107 . . Aug.1-0et 31,
Cofumbls. 430, ... Junel-0el, 31,
Cumberland 199 . . Auz. 1=0ct 3L
Dauphin 177 . . o
[rle 405 | . Aug.18-D¢l, 3.

581 .. . Jurel0-fov. 15
191 . Aug.1=Nov. 10,
........... 5 3 . dunei=0ct. 31,
,,,,,,,,,,,, 199 59 .
481 . 48] . Aug. 1=Nov. 10,
151 151 July 20=0=1, 15,
197 . 187 . Aug.1=0et. 31,
104, 100 |
189 | 189 Do.
1. i .
17 17 I
er 524 524 . June 20-0et. 20,
9 369 oo . Aug. 1=0ct. 3],
1o 1a. .. Aug. 1-0ct. 15,
1o 1o .. ]
....... 37 k) . Do. )
............... 200 .. 210 . July 5-0et. 31,
Total......oo..... fsamrrvasrees 8,0% 8,02 . e
Puerto Rico:
A:uaf‘nl(a..._.z....;.,....i,. ,,,,, |, €92 1,
Atecing, | A . 1,540 3,
Bayanien 2,218 2,
Capuas ., 2,28 2,
Guayamy 3,092 2,
Humiscan. ., 2,E9 2,
Mayaguer ... ...l 3,54 3,
Ponce, 3,709 3,719
San Juaa, 1, Eoo I,!DG
Tahl 23 3]& . ?3 33-1
See toolnotes at end of table, p. 1 13
) . : 11
ERIC - 4
v )
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COUNTIES HAVING APPROXIMATILY 100 OR MORL SEASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS AND NONWORKING
FAMILY DIPENDLNTS THAT EITHIR MIGRATED INTO, OR RISIDED N, THL ARIA AT SOML POIKT DURING
19%7-68-Cantinued ' .

, Number  Number ~ Estimated span of
Stale and counly Tolat hone-tased mzating  Date of peak Ciop season
ingountyt inlecounly !

Rhode Island :
. Sepl 11-Nov, 30.

Hewpotl oo e on i cisirermees
Providence. , .. Sepl, 11-Qct. 30,
Washing€on..ooooovn i ciniicinnnsns .. Aug, 1-Nov, 30,
Total oo e s
South Carolipa: . o S
Adken,. ... .. ., . 188 ... ... - 158 July 30, ..... June15-luly 30
Atlerdile, 105 June3d ..., Junel5-July 15
Ranwaeli . . May 31-luly 31,
Beauforl . . May 15-0ct. 15,
Charleston .. . May 15 June 20,
Cherolee, P . May I5-July 30.
(€= 12011 . Jung 15-July 32,
Houy .. . .15, . May31.-Uet 31
5mrta1bmg_ Aug. 3., . Febi. 15-A i,
sumnfen o, ..o June 30, _.... June i5-July 15,
Tolal L. i . e
South Dakaola : B .
LT = | 267 28] e iemeiaas
Carson.. 100 100
Grepory. ... ... .. 266 206 .
Melletle. ... ... .- 261 267 .
Shannon . 260 266
Todd.... .. 267 25]
TnE 265 266 .
Was abaugh.,.:;x . ceeees 26/ 257 .
’Mal, 195 lSuE .
Tennesyee ! .
BEQIOM. - . oo ie i cicascnasinns 100
Campbel e rieieaeiaeaeses 130
Co ee 108 .
Dyer. . 249 . 249 Ot 11 . Sert. 24 Nov, 4.
Gibson 194 194 May 28 . May 3-Hov. 18,
KRk ., . 161 B
Lauderfale. . .. 4 | I U214 et . Sept, 17-Nov. 30,
Madison... ... .. 100 100 ...
Putnam, 100 100
Strelivy,, 618 618
Sulbvan. .. 20 20 .
Sumrner. . .. EJLI. . . May 1-Jure 10,
Washinglan. ... ... . 185 185
Total, o i ?ESD 1,703
Texas:
Armstiong, .. ... M0 L cJune s huly 1S
Atascosa .. .. 140 .

s Aushia, .. 25 . . Aup. | Sept ]
Baiey., .. 9 L. l J oL dune 25 Dee. L
Baylor.. 150 ........ . 0 Oct. | . Sepl 10 Mov. 15

00 . .
4% :
g :
150 . .. June 20 Dec. L
. 45 )
Bnmm e 1o . B
Bratos.. .. ... . .. 41 : 188 Aup 78 . Aug. 10 Sept 10
Beuscoe. - e aiieiis s % . ... . 750 Hov. 15.... June25 Dec. 1.
Brooksy. ... .. .. e 150 TS0 s
Buileson - 110 |3
Caldwell . .. . e e 1,050 660 TE0 T Sept 5. . Aup. 10 Sept 20,
Caloun. ... . e e 4,000 2,100 1,600 Aug 15 ... July 25 Au; 20.
Camevon . e e e 24,000 15000 9,002 .da July } Aup t
Carnon,. . . 2,517 1,672 900 June70.. Jure 5 July 15
Case. . . 5 341 Lo 5 347 July 5., Junw 25 Dee |
Childress ... .. 2,500 . ... 2,500 Hev |1 June 15 Noy 10
Cochran ... 800 . . .. 900 July 20. .. Jung 20 Dec. 15
Calernn : 120 120 ...... e
Colingiworth . . 800 cvnan s 900 ‘Nov.10...... June 15 Naov. 0.
Cﬂﬁ\:l_;.,;.i 120 120 ...... .
Cnmsnthe 1,394 987 Taip” .
Collle... ..-.. 890 140 7% hov 1.0 Da.

ket !nolnol:; atend al L:ble p. 1 13
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COUNTI[S HAVING AFPROXIMATELY 100 OR MORE SEASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS AND HONWORKING
FAMILY DEPENDINTS THAT E1THER MIGRATED INTO, OR RLSIDID IN, THE ARLA AT SOME POINT QURING

19%7-68—Continued

. fiumber Number ~ [Estimated span ol
State and county Total home-based miziating  Dale cf peak Ciaps€non
incounty ! into county !

Texas— Cantmued

300 1,000 L June 5P 15,
900 300 . JunalSJuly 15,
1,000 170 ey June26:Dee. L
th ... . 1,710 210 .. MayisQe. 15,
De Witl, . . 200 200 ..., cdunglsfiee 15,
Dickens. ....._.. . 1,470 1,000 . Apr.15=ley, 30,
Dimm 1, 1,80¢ 1,500 . June I5-Kay, 0.
Donley.. |11 R .. .
Duval .. 450 heasmareasias . . )
fiis. ... 100 R R -1 10 i R
[l Pass. 800 armens
Fails, 270 .
450 | Sept 150, 15
4,200 5¢ . Aup.155e. 5.
1,020 120 LA T-Awg. 31,
750 750 .
Y - . L June 25 D 1,
[ .. Sept. 2C-Dee. 15
1,230 700 .
Cssaas 2,75 1,309
229 L. SEM {-0et 1.
368 1€0 .. Aug. 10-Seql, 10,
300 300
oo June 55-pec 1.

.- June [5-Lez B5,
.. June [0y LS
- Sept.10-Nov, 20,

2 June 15-July 15,
. June [0=Dez. 15

Nudcman
Haiiis_ .

Hartley.. ..
Haskell .. ..

Hays.. ...... . : 00 208 ...... .-

Hewpk:ll. .., . 150 . ........... i he ] June 16=july 1 5

Hidalza.. ... 37,60 (] 100 Aug. ! L uly =Asg L,

Hill. ... .. 300 e - 300 . - Aug. 20=%epl 13,

Hockley cvmen June 20-pez 15

Houslon memtasias ! 170 - .

Hudspeth, 16 196 .. ... .-

Jackson 300 ..., 300 Avg. 20. Aug. 1-Apg.20.

Jim Hoge. exmmimaranraaes 0 020 ...... .

Jim \%:lu .10 50 03 . - July 20-Aug 1S,
19¢ . .

Janes,. . I

~ June 10-pee. 15
. June %5-Dee.

o June 15-y1y20.
Jun@DIS-Dec.!E.

0.
uly 28- Aug.290.

Mnenck
Mclennan, .,
Medina .

Menam_”
Milam, . Aup. 15=5=pl. 15.
Milchell .| Sept. 15 -feec. 15

lune &July 15,
June 15 liew 30,
July 20-Aug 15,
June 15 July 0.
June 10- lylw 15,
Jung 24-lee. ).

Moare.. ...
Moatiey........
Nueces. .. ......
Ochiltiee.. .., ...
Gidham .,

Paimei,

Randall, .. June 10- Jyly 15,
Relupio July 20-Ayp. |
Roberlio Aug 10 5¢p. 1%
Runnely |, Aug 25-Fav 10,
5an Patricio July 20-Ayp. 15,
Scurry.. Seol. 15-Dez 15
Sherman une 5-July 14,
Stanr.

Swishet, June 25<Dec. |,

latiant, .
Taylor,
Teriy

Yon Gigen ... 1 ‘150 150 et ereneineins June 13-Dee. 13-

See fealnotes al end oi ublc D, ll3
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112

COUNTILS MAVING APFROYUSATILY (00 OR ROR{ STASCHAL AGRICULTURAL WORKIRS AND NOUWORKING
FAMILY DIPISNOINIS THAT EITHIR MIGRATID 1IN0, OR KESIDLD IN, THE ARLA AT S0ML POINT UURING

1967-68-- Conhinyed

State and counly

Texas—Continued

- ~ Number Numbei . . [;hm.ﬂed span of
Total home-based nugrating  Date of peak Crop sedson
in :aunly I intacounty ¢

[ £ 1] S 1,800 LEBD ... cini cricnninians
Uvalde_ ... ....... .. .. 1,500 LS00 ......ceih ana
Val Verde . 1,500 1,500 Ll e e ”
Vidtona, .. ... _ 600 00 300 Aug 0.0, L Aug. 1-Aug. 20.
Webb, . _..... 2,701 1,509 W . i
Wharlon, . 3,750 3,000 750 Aug 20..... May10-Aug. 20.
wllbauzm 150 .......... 150 Qct.1....... Sept 10-Dec L.
Willacy...... 0 ... 300 Aug.15... . JulyS-duil.
Willamson .. 1,200 150 50 Aug. 31 May 20-5ept. 15
Wilson. . . 600 00 ..., cie e
Ymkum..!... 2,700 264 1,436 July 70 June 20-Dec. 15,
Zapata. . 3,960 €00 L} L N 7
2avala.. £,000 5, JC'D 306 May 15..... Apr.15-Nov. 30.
LT 7 7 e 239 755 H: 49* 96,308 ... ........

Utakh: , ,
Bedver. .. ......oooiii s 200 .. . ... 200 Oct. 15 . May 10 Qct. 31.
Box Elder. .. ..................... 2217 . o 2,217 Aug 70..... May50et 10
Cache, ... ..... 120 ... 120 g9, . . May10-Sept. 20,
Caibon 142 ............ |7 A )
Davis.................... k1 1 35 Aug. 70 . May 10-0ct. 10,
Duchesne. ... ...... 530 530 L oo .
Earhcld . 160 ... ........ M0 Dcl m . Sepl. 15 Oct. 3L

wle, | . T |

Salt Like. 184 jgnel . May 5 Oct. 1S
San Juan _............. ... ... e )
Sanpete.... . ... ... . 1) 100 June i, ... May15-0ct 15,
Sevigi, .. eea 100 ............ 100 ... ..do . Deo.
Uiniah........... 530 930 it ii i
Uaho . . 1S ... L \, 175 .luly j0.. 771 May5-0e1.31,
Wayne............. §0 .

Washinglon,

WebEl. ... o oerr i

| May 5-0ct. 15,

Tghl )

Yirginis:
Atcomack

. Apr. 1-Nev. 15,

... Aug 15-Nov. |

... July 30 Nov 1.

... May -Aug 13
.. June 30 -hav. 15,

Fauguiet, .

Fredench . . De.
loudoun, .

Madison, ... .

Northampton . | Apr. 1-Nov. 15
Kappahannock.. e July 30-Hov. 15.
ROIAGKE, ... .. orrnont July 30-Hov. 1.
Shenandoah. .. ...,

Virginia [eath C|!y

WaTERR e veiein e

. May 1-Nov. 1

... Apr I =0ct. 31,
. Mar 1-0et 11
June 10.Oet 11,

Calm\bla . Apr. 15=lyly 31,
Dquhs . . June 10-0cl. 3],
l‘unklln ...... o e 910 , ... ....... 910 Jyne 15,. ..., Apr. 1-0ct. 3L
Gent 1,840 ... ... ..... LS40 My 15 .. Do.
Kdssp, .. ... .. I 80 ........... 200 June 30..,. .. June l-July 15
Kiickilat, . k)1 R 150 Sept 15 . . Aup 2% Oct 10
kaupn 24N H 2,264 Sept 30, ... June )-Oct 3!
Pietce, SIV L L, S daby 150 L June 1S Oct
Skapit. ..., 4688 . .. §LER . do. ... June l-Aug 15
Spokane 00 ......... 700 Sept.15..... June 15 Oct 15
Stevens 09 09 .
Walla Walla. 840 B4O June 15 . Apr 15-July A
Watcons 1,726 1L HE July 15 Cduly 1 Sept 15
Yakima.. ..o 1,624 09 LS Kay 15 . Nar 1-0ct. 3L
Totl, e i s

See loolaoles at end of table, p. 1 13
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COUNTILS HAVING APPROXIMATILY 170 OR MORE SIASOMAL ACR ICLHLTURAL WORK[RS AND NONWORKING

FAMILY DEPINDINTS THAT (ITHLR MIGRATLD KT O, OR
196768 Continued

RESIDID N, Tiik AREA AT SOME FOINT DURING

Number Number
homeba=d mipaticg  Dile of peak
mcounty b inlo couaty?

State and county Tolat

Estimated span of
Crop scaton

Wes! Virginia:
Berkeley. ... ... . ... ........
Hanmpshire, | ’
Jetlersen, ., ..,

<o Jung 1-Nav, 15,
.. Aug. 15 0.1 30,
-« July 20- Hav, 15,

[ep——

Wisconsin:
Columbia,,..... ..,
Dodge... ........
Doar.........
foud du Lac.
Jefimman. .. ... ..
Keratha,,
Ls Ciosse .
Marguetie... ... .. ..
Oeonta.. ... ......... ...
Oulagamle
Ratina., ...
Waukesha,
Wayshara, |,

. May 1-0Oct 31,
June 1-July 3I,
May 1-0:2t 31,
May 1-500 30
May 1-0ct 31,
May 1-0¢t 3]
.. Jaty 15-Aug 31,
.. May 1-Sepl 10
.. May 1-0¢t. 31
Cluly 1A 3
: t

J. June 18 oot 15
. May 1 0cet 3]
tay 1-Uct, 3,

Wyoming:
BigHara, ... ..., ...,
Fremont
Gothen. .

<+« May10-July 20
.. May 10-)uly 20.
.. May 10-July 20,
. May 10-July 20
.. May I0-July 1.
.o May 10 July 20. '
. May 10-July 20 ’

VTNl golumn includes migants 3Ad lamsly denerdents iacyred if 4 eaynly while nst puriuing weatonal agricultural
wotk elsaahere 2049 welyges tamidy dereatenls wha mav A+ 1y aot ntgrals with thn wWOTRET N § Civen year,
I This alumim iaelydss rapranty and laanie deiendenly mides it lsh 3 tem pIrary evldice winle pailotming sexsnnal

AprRuI b work ab L of mure [2e3tiang anae ligm the plice ne ¢

ol horie af hamier 3ie. 1L gz ey not anclyde “day haul'*

aprwultuial workers whose Lravels are minle ! 1a woik dre 3s withun Lddy of by wath bazstion,

Source: U.S., Senate, Commi

ttee on Labor and Public

Velfare, Subcommittee on iigratory Labor, 1969 Revort

9lst Congro:

The Migratory o

¢ lat Sesunjon,

SJarm Labor Problen

Jin _the United Ste

, Report Ne, 91-83,7"

1969

Appondix A, pp. 115-129, The table is based on

stimates conoiled by the U,

S., Dept. of Health, Education,

and Welfare, Public flealth Serviee.,
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APPENDIX B

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON MIGRATORY AND
SBASONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

General Charactérlgtlcs

Each year, more than two million people are
hired to meet the short-term, seasonal labor reguire=-
ments of U.S., agriculture.l Roughly half of them do
that kind of work less than 25 days per year.% The
hired seasonal work force appears composed largely of
people on the fringes of the general U.S. labor
market. Nearly half are between the ages of 14 and
20 years.3 More than half are people who narm}lly are
not employed, such as students and housewives.

Although they earn an average of about $12 per day
when they wark their total annual carnings from all
sources average only $1,580,
i ~ -
: Thie exact number of secasonal workers, in the sense used
here, is unknown. Current Population Survey data, collected by the
U.S§. Census Bureau, and published by USDA, show that 2,265,000 persons
performed farm wage work less than 250 days per year. Robert C.
McElroy, The lecﬂ Farm Working Foreca of 1971: A StaLLﬁtlcal Report
(Agr;cultural Beononic Report Mo. 222; Washington, D,C.: Beonomic
Research Serviee, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, March, 1972}, p. 17.

A more suitable definition is used by the Census of
Agriculture. Hewever, their count of 963,294 is unusable, due both to
over-counting and under-counting. The under-counting, aceerding to USDA
staff intorviowed by this IRA Project Dircector, results £rom reliance
on data from employers, who are often reluctant to report $casonal
employces they may have employed under possibly illegal conditions.
U.S. Burcau of the Census, Census of Aariculture, 1963, Vol. II: Genecral
Report, Chapter 4y FGUINPOH!.VIXIGT,T !EPHPIiU“C\, Chemicals o
(Wwashington, D,C.y U.8., Govermment Printing Oifice, 1973), p. 42.

2 3
MeRlroy, loc. cit, Ibid,
4 5
ivid., p. 15 Ibid.
119
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Yet, within that work forge, there is a smaller
number of people for whom seasonal agricultural employ-~
ment is the main source of income for themselves and
their families. 'Surprisingly, little statistical infor-
mation is available on this group, in spite of the
large amount of data collected by the federal government
on the agricultural wark_f@rce.ﬁ Statistics published
by the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture (USDA) suggest that
the group numbers about 600,000.7 Other authoritative
sources place the figure much highexr, -often in excess of
one million.8

The study described in the preceding pages is
concerned just with the workers and their dependonts for
whom secasonal agricultural employment is a livelihood,
This group is gencrally recognized as constituting the

6
In addition to the sources @hited herein, the Project
Director personally sought statistical information from the
rescarch staffs of USDA's Leonomic Research Sexvice, OEO's Migrant
Division, PHS's Migrant Health Project, RSA liaison for this study,

" .HEW's Office of Spapish Surnamed Affairs, MEWM's Qffice of the Assistant

Sccretary for Program Planning and Evaluation (ASPPE), DOL's Rural
Manpower Service, and The Counsel to the U.5, Senate Subcommittee
oh Migratory Labor. :

7
Including "seasonal," "regulax," and "year-round"
workers, there were 611,000 hired farm workixs whosec chief activity
was farm work, according to McElroy, loc. ¢il.

8

_ The larger estimates include dependents, many of whom
also work in the field alongside the principal wage earner. There
are more than onc million seasonal workers and dependents who migrate,
according to various estimates summarized by the U.S., Senate,
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Subcommittee on Migratory
Labor, 1969 Report: The Migratorv Farm Labox Problem in the United
states, 9lst Congress, lst Session, 1969, Raport No. 91-83,
pp. 1 and 11ll.

The Office of Fconomic Opportunity (QEO) cstimates
that 5,000,000 migratory and seasonal farm wo¥kers are eligible
for their services, according to the U.S., Cowmptroller General,
Report to Congress: Impact of Pederal Profyyrang to Improve the
Egyinq Conditions of Mjﬁraﬁt anﬂfgﬁhgfr Goal Fafﬁwﬁrkéréi
ggééttméutfﬁffﬂqrjcuyguretrDéggg}méuz;éi ]

Hawlth, Education and
Welfare, Department of Labor, foiggﬁaf,Econﬁmigrpﬁpaétgujpgj'
(B~177466; Washington, D.C.: U.5. General hgeounting Office,

February 6, 1973), pp. 1 and 24,

120
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poorest of the nation's working poor. 2 A relatively high
proportion of this population are members of racial or
ethnic minorities.10 They generally reside in rural
arecag, and have little if any work training or experience
other than manual labor,ll On the average, they have less
than a grammar school education.l2

Seasonal agricultural emplcyw:ﬁt is concen-
trated in labor intemnsive crops requiring large amounts
of short-term manual labor, such as for harvests or thinning.
Although USDA's statistics concern just people who work on
"farms, other definitions often include other seasonal
agricultural workers, such as thosg who work in canneries

9

This was stated by a large number of witnesses
recorded by the U.S., Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, %ubCCﬁmlLt;G on Miyratory Labox, Hearings: Migrant and
Seagsonal Farmworker Pawarlasﬁﬁéfa, 91st Congress, lst and 2nd
Sessions (FPrinted for the wse of the Committce on Labor and Public
Welfare, 1970-1971), parts 1 through 8.

10
All availahle estimates of racial and ethnic
characteristics are based an non-systematic observation, or
surveys using non-probablistic sampling. (C.£., "Related
Literature and Research"” in this report.)

- The Currant Population Survey does use probablistic
samples, but does not publish breakdowns by ethnicity; race is
shown only as "White" (ineluding Chicanos) and "Negro and other
races," according to McELYoey, on. cit., pp. 24-29, and intervicws
of USDA cmployees by the Project Director.

However, MgElroy's finding that "Negro and other
races" carn less than "Whites" might suggest the existence of
a low~income sub-group with a higher proportion of minority group
members; in McElroy, ggéemiL,, P15,

11
U.S., Senate, Hearings. . . .

12
Ihid.

N
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or packing sheds, 13 Many of the jobs requiring seasonal
workers are very demanding physically. Crop guides
quoted by a U.S. Senate subcommittece report illustrate the
requirements: 14 '

Beans: The picker must have the judgment to
for later picking. Crawling, crouching, stooping,
walking, and kneeling are the physical demands.

Tomatoes: The picker. . . works in a stooping
position.

Potatoes: The potato digger. . . must exercise
care not to leave potatoes in the rows. VWorks
in a kneeling position and progresses along the
rows by crawling. . . . A good worker should
pick from 75 to 150 field crates (60 pounds each)
per day.

In addition, workers arc frequently exposed to serious

health or safety hazards, often without their knowledge.
Poisonings have been a substantial, but incompletely

‘assessed, cause of health problems, due to weak and

incomplete regulations governing the use of pesticides

by growers. TFarm machinery is also a substantial source

of injuries and death. The prolonged demands of heavy -

13
E.g., RS5A's definition of migrants: “A 'migratory
agricultural worker' means a person who occasienally or habitually
leaves his place of residence on a seascnal or other temporary
basis to engage in ordinary agricultural operations or services

incident to the preparation of farm commodities for the market

in another locality in which he resides during the period of such
employment," as stated in U.S., Dept of Health, Education and
Welfare, Social and Behabilitation Service, "Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Programs and Activities: Rules and Regulations,”" in U.S.,
Archives, Fedaral Register, Vol. 34 (October 17, 1969), p. 16824.
(Emphasis added.) -

RSA liaison for this project indicate a similar
definition is being considered for seasonal workers. The popula-
tion thus defined would exceed, by an unknown amount, the number of
seasonal workers included in McElroy's Current Population Survey
data (op. cit.)

14 .
Oasis, Vol. 13, No. 12 (December, 1967), p. 4,
as quoted by U.8., Senate, Report. . ., p. 3 and 111.

3
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physical labor, inadequate heating, sanitation and water
at work sites and camps, and isolation from mediecal
carc, all have taken a heavy toll reflected in part by
life spans well below the national average,

Migration

This Project Dircctor cotimates that roughly
one-third of the peoople who carn most of thoir living
from paid scasonal agricultural employment are scasonal
migrants. Thev typically svend anywhore from one to
eight months per year living away from their homes
working one or more seasonal or temporary jobs., The
Senate subcommittee report mentionced above stmmarizos
migrants' work as being cxtremely "unattractive";lo

Farm work may require continual gtoeping
or lifting, be dirty and exhausting, or
be monotonous and boring. It may call
for continuous effort under conditions
of extreme hcat or cold. The work may
be in an isolated area away from town,
and away from the customary paths of
migrant and casual labor. . . . Workers
may be housced, fed, transported, and worked
in gangs with a minimum of thought given
to their comfort,.

migrants, such as extremecly sub-standard housing,

severc unmet health needs, hazavdous working conditions,
susceptibility to exploitation by employers and crew
leaders, and a variety of other problems related to
poverty and to minority status duc to race, ethnicity
and language.

The report describes a wide range of problems faced by

Migration is attributed mainly to economic
pressures. Labor intensive crops reguire more workers
than some local labor markets can supply at wages

15 ' -
U.5., Senate, Hearings, . . . , Part G:
Posticides and the Farmworker.

16
U.S5., Senate, Report. . . ., pp. 2-3.
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foercd,17 Growers then froequently rely on scasonal
farm workers willing ar-l able to travel beyond

daily commuting distance, in order to take temporary
jobs paid in picce rates, hourly rates, or percentages
of produce. Such agreements are often arranged through
labor contractors, crew leaders, or, in a small
percentage of coaned, governmental agencies,  Lahor
contractors often contract with the grower, or buy

the crop unharvested, and then employ the wovkers
dircctly. Arrangements vary widely.

Worliers agrecable to such terms and condi-
tions come from xural arcas with widrspread poverty
and high uncmployment.  Since the mid-nineteenth century,
there have been nation-wide patterns of seasonal
migration. Presently, once-third of the migratory
work force is estimated to travel beyond the borders
of their home states, in the course of travelling from
onc tcemporary job to another. .

In 1965, USDA issucd a special report
estimating migrants to comprise 15% of the total U.S. hired
farm work force, scasonal and otherwisc.l8 Subscequent
annual statistical roports_show a decline in migrants being
hired, down to 7% in 1971.19 The absolute number of migrants

119

is

17

Local seasonal labor shortaqes are attributable’
to concentrated farm land ownership. Ownership of large tracts,’
as opposed to small, family-operated farms, limits resident
population density, so scasonal labor must be imported, according
to the "Statement by Paul §. Taylor Submitted to Scenate Sub-
committee on Migratory Labor, August 20, 1970," in U.S.,
Senate, Hearings. . . . , Part 8-C (July 24, 1970), pp. 6252-6298.

18
Avra Rapton, Domestic Migratory Farmworkers: .
Personal and Feonomic Characteristics (Agricultural Economic
Report No. 121; Wasnington, D.C.: Economic Research Service,
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, September, 1967), p. 1.

19
McElroy, reports by the same title as op. cit.,
for 1967 through 1971, Agricultural Economic Reports 148, 164,
180, 201 and 222,
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a mattor of controversy, partly because of the variety of
definitions in use. Authoritative estimates range from
172,000 workers (only those individuals actually hired
who wore above 14 }Lul” of age) to one million or more
(including dependents) .

Migrants' travel patterns have been ﬂwﬁﬁrlb@d
ags Lthree major streams: cast coast, mid-continent, and
west coast.2l  In fact, the streams are not rigidly .
followed, and there is considerable overlap and variation.??

The cast coast stream béqjﬁ' in Florida,
and moves northward to ngvé'uqzlgulturz in Georgia, South
and North Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, New Jerscy, Now York, Massachusetts,
Vermont, and New Hampshire. It also extends north-
westward through Georgia to serve Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiana,
and Ohio. The migrant work force consist primarily of
Puerto Ricans and Blacks from southern states. Also found
arce Blacks from the West Indies, Mexicans (citizens of
Mexico), and Chicanos ("Mexican-Amcricans") from Texas,
Florida, and California.

The mid-continent strcam extends from South
Texas, both easiward and westward near the southern U.S.
border, and northward into the midwest and adjacent areas.
The mid-continent strean is actually a combination of
several overlapping streams, with extensive cross-over,
and is substantially larger than either of the other two
streams on the coasts, States scrved include the following:
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, and
on into the east coast stream; Arkansas, Missouri, Illinois,
Indiana, Ohio, lMichigan and Wisconsin; Oklahoma, Kansas,

20

The first figure is from McElroy, op.
Report 222, p. 10. The sccond is trom U.S8., Senate, Report. . . ,
pp. 1 and 111.

21
u.s., Dépaftméﬂtléf Haalth, FEduration and Welfare,
Public Heath Service, and U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of
Emplcyncnt Security, Domestic Agricultural Migrants in the United
States (Public Health Service Publication No. 540; 'Ha;hjngLDn, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, October, 1966).

22
Personal interviews by the Project Director with
members and leaders of farmworker community service organizations
along the mid-continent stream in 1971.
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TRAVEL PATTERNS OF SEASONAL
MIGRATORY AGRICULTURAL WORKERS
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LI
This map shows the major dircctions of the northward migratory mevement of domestic agricultural
The movement i3 reversed as the crop zeason ends in the northern States and the workers drift back
to their home-hase areas—for many of them, southern California, Texas, and Florida,
Southern Megroes predeminate among the egricultural migrants in the East Coast States and U.S. eitl
of Mexiean ancestry in the other States,

Indians are found in the domestic agricultural migrant population,
Source:

7203
In addition, lowsincome southern white families, Puerio Ricans, and

U.S., Department of Health, Educat
Welfare, Public Health Service, op. cit.

on, and
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Iowa, Nebraska, Minnesota, North and South bakota; Colorado,
Wyoming, Montana and Idaho; Arizona, Utah, Orcgon and
Washington, and on into the west coast strcam. That
migrant work force consists primarily of Chicanos. Also
found are Native Americans, Blacks from southern states,
Mexicans, and Anglo-Americans.

The west const stream extends from the
southern regions of Arizona and California, northward
through central and coastal California, and into Oregon,
Washington and Idaho. It is composed principally of
Chicanos and, to lesser extents, Filipinos (resident
non-citizens and citizens) and Mexicans (including
substantial numbers of immigrants)!i

Although Florida, Texas and California have
the largest concentrations of permanent residences or
"home bases" of migratory agricultural workers, the
bases of the entire migrant work force are more diffuse.
Major sources of migrants include Puerto Rico, the
Appalachian region, rural farming communities in North
and South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama and Mississippi,
Native American communities and reservations in the
Southwestern states? and population centers near the
U.S.-Mexico border.<"

All home base communities are characterized
by low family income, low standards of living and high
unem;lcyment.zS For example, participation by residents
of Mexico in U.S5. labor markets#hear the border has o
nuppressed wages in jobs open to the U.S. Sganishsgpeaking.“g
The nation's single largest source of migratory agricultural
workers is the Rio Grande Valley, in South Texas, which is
adjacent to the Mexican state of Tamaulipas. Over 85% of

23
C.f. footnote 10.

24
U.S., Senate, Hearings. . . ,

the Migrants?

25
Ibid.
26
U.8., Senate, Hearings. . . . , Part 5: Border
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ion in the Valley consists of Spanish-speaking

hai}

the populc

{1
Chicanos. 7

I?*«J

In addition to the major bases, small home
base pockets or communities with high concentrations
of migratory and seasonal agricultural workers, have
developed along the streams in northern, "user"
arcas. These are typically scttlements of migrants
and former migrants, in rural arcas ncar the fringes
of some major, industrialized metropolitan area.
Residents have thefallv relocated there after having
worked nearby in previous years as_miqgrants from one
of the large,’ southern home bases. .

Foreign Workers

[u\

Seasonal migration patterns extend to
limited degree beyond U.S. borders In 1968, U.S.
agriculturc employed nearly 15,000 mLQ“lﬂtS from the
British West Indies and Canada.29 And, although the
Bracero program ended with the expiration of Public ;

Law 78 in 1964, Mexican nationals continue to

participate in the U.S. seasonal agricultural labor

market. Many Mexicans have official permanent resident

status or citizenship in the U.S., but continue to

.live in Mexico, where the lower cost of living -

L 30

increases the value of earnings from U.S. agriculture.
In addition, there are anywhere between

39,000 and 140,000 "green-carders"; i.e., Mexicans

27
A Job and skill Research Dzvelopment Study éf
16_Counties of the Rio G‘amdé Vglley of Texag (Washington, D.C.:

Interstate REJEafCh Associates, 1970).

28
[Richard J. Bela, Michael E. Gartgg, and Joan Porter],
The Chicano Migrant Farm Worker Community in Texas, the Great ] .

Lakes States and Fladea (Wash;ﬂggan, D.C.: Int@rstaLe Research

Associates, February, 1972), pp. 44-47.

29
U.S., Senate, Report. . . . , P. 11.

30
U.S., Senate, Hearings. . . , loc. cit. Also,
pex:anal ohservation and intervicws by the Pr@g&gt Director, 1970-74,
in the Rio Grande valley and the mid-continent stream.
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who hold immigrant alien status but in fact maintain
home bases in Mexico while cominuting or migrating to
seasonal jobs in the U.s.3l And, theore are an unknown
number of "wetbacks" or Mexicans in the U.S. illegally,
employed in U.S. agriculturc ond other industries.

The impact of foreign laborx on the U.S.
agricultural labor market is suggested by trends in the
apprchension of illegal aliens., In 1964, 178,000
foreign agricultural workers were brought in under the
Bracero program, while an additional 43,844 Mexicans
were arrested by the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) for being in the country illégally!BE
After the Bracero program expired at the end of the
year, the number of "illegals" apprchended climbed
sharply. By 1971, the arrcst rate had reached over
340,000 per ycar.JB

Labor Market Shrinkage

USDA reports that the number of farm workers

‘migrating each year has been declining since 1967.34

In 1971, 172,000 _farm workcers migrated, compared to
466,000 in 1965.35 The decrease in migration is attri-
butable in large part to mechanization of harvests

U.5., Senate, Report. . . , pp. 62-63.
32
Ibid., p. 62; and U.S., Dert. of Justice, Immigration
and Naturalization Scrvice, Aunual Report, 1964 (Washington, D.C.:
U.S5. Government Printing Office,

33
INS Annual Reports for 1965 through 1971, For a *
history of the use of Mexican labor in U.S. Agriculture, see Julian
Samora, Los Mojados: The Wetback Story (Notre Dame: University

of Notre DaméwPréssfilQTL),

34
McElroy, op. cit., p. ii.

35
Ibid., and Rapton, loc. cit.,
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and related technological ﬂEVD]CpmlﬂL;.BG However, the
dramatic decrcase in migration is nnt the result of a
comparable decrease in jobs for migrants. Rather, the
decrcasce in migration appears to have resulted from
disruption of established migrant itineraries by mechani-
zation at some places along the streams, resulting in
spot labor shortages in other arcas, and increased
unemploynient in migrants' home base cammunitj@ Some
observers sugyest that the decrease has ;dultgd from
increased access to the USDA Food Etamps program, and
absorption of migrants into other labor markets. In

the abscnce of systematic rosearch on the subiject, the
true nature of the decline in migration remains a matter
of controveorsy

Nevertheless, farm mechanization promisecs
to greatly decrcase the number of jobs for seasonal
agrigultural workers. The mechanization of harvesting
grains, hay, soybcans, cotton, potatoes, peas, corn
and processed tomatoes had an historie impact on farm
employment patterns, and has been associated with
massive rural to urban migration throughout the mid-
twentieth century. Urban poverty and unrest is
attributable in large. gazt to the d:splacgment of manual
labor in agr$cujtur'.#

Similar projections are now being made for

36

Daniel W. 5Sturt, "The Rural Manpower Scene,"
Fruit and Veogetable Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implications,
ed. B. F. Cargill and G. E. Rossmiller (Michigan State Univers ity
Rural Meapower Reports, No. 17; Fast Lansing, Mich.: Michigan
State University Rural Manpower Center, 1969), p. 180.

Essentially the same conclusion may be reached from

several other of the papers included in the report by Cargill and
Rossmiller.

37 ) .
The Project Director's impression of the naturc of
the decline in migration, results primarily from interviews with
farm worker organization members along the mid-continent stream
in 1970 through 1973, and with various staff members in OEO, DOL,
UsSDh, and HEW. -

38
The relationship between social and economic problems

‘in ClLlES to mechanization of grain and cotton harvests is described

by Daniel R. Fusfeld, "The Basic Econemics of the Urban and Racial
Crise '" Review of Blﬂcl P@l;t;cal Economy, Vol. 1 (New York: n.d.,
No. 1), PP- 58-85,
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labor intensive fruit and vegetable erops. In 1968, 50%
of the nation's vegetable crops was harvested mechanically.
USDA estimates that 75% will be mechanized by 1975,

After taking into consideration increased production,

the total number of hours required by the veggtagle
industry will have been reduced by 27 per cont.”? One would
expect the reduction to be greater when considering just

pdobs requiring manual laber, In the fruit and nut industry,

man-days required por acre is capectod Lo Gecreasce by 19%
during the same period. Although cxpanded production is
expected to limit the net redmetion of total labor to

just 3%, the manual labor market is expected to shrink by

a much greater factor,40 '

Other factors bosides crop mechanization
technology are expected to accelerate manual scasonal
labor market shrinkage. Hand-picked erops grown in the
U.5. are expected to succumb to price competition from
imported fruits and vegetables produced in countrics
where manual labor is less costly. 4l The tastes of retail
grocery shoppers are expected to be shifted by a
variety of pressures, so that while total consumption
increases, the demand for fresh produce will decreasec.??
Horticultural rescarch is expected to facilitate
mechanization by producing more strains that can tolerate
machine handling, and by rescheduling ¢rops to reduce

39 — M -
Velmar W. Dij\,fifj, "La.b[jf or Capi_tal —— The Road

Ahcad, " Fruit and Vegetabie Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implica-

tions. , Pp. 130-35.

et

40
s Ibid., and Michacl Cortés, “Displacement of Migrant
Farm Labor by Mechanization of Agriculturc: A Roview Paper"
(Washington: Interstate Research Associates, October 27, 1971),
Pp. 4-6 and 8-10.

When compared to shrinkage of the agricultural labor
market in general, shrinkage of the market for manual labor will
be much more dramatic, according to James W. Becket, "Agricultural
Labor Skills -- Past, Present, and Future," in Fruit and Vegotable
Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implications. . . . B '

41
G. E. Rossmiller, (Introduction), Fruit and Vegetable

Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implications. . . . , p. 3.

42

‘Carl W. Hall, “"Potentials in Engineering Technoloqy,"
Fruit and Vegetable Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implications
. . g p. 69,
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\ . 43 , ,
the scasonality of labor demands. Ownership of farm land
is ecxpected to hecone more c@nﬁﬁntrated, thereby making
. i 2 £ ‘ 3 {4 )
mechanization more economical.”

As montioned carlier, little statistical data
arc available on scasonal agricultural workers primarily
dependent. upon that type of cmplovment. The impact of
labor market trends on this group can only be guesseod.
Structural unemployment is expected to increase, given the
limited education and skills of this group. HMinority
group status, with respect to race, ethnicity and language,
is expected to exacerbate uncmployment. Seasonal migra-
tion may be further discouraged by increasing incidents
of families being stranded mid-strecam, due to unantici-
pated job losses associated with mechanization. Permanent
rural to urban migration iz expected to continue, much
of it in the form of "settling out" along the migrant
strecams. However, the effects of permanent migration may
be offset by inability to secure employment in urban
areas, continued high birth rates in rural home bhase
communities, and continued immigration f£rom HMexico into
bases near the U.S.-Mexico border.%4>

Federal Policy

Issues concerning the welfare of migrant farm
workers have had re-occurring national prominence for

43
Cargill and Rossmiller, op. cit., present several papers
dealing with horticultural technology and applications in the near
future, cspecially in pp. 9-82, E.g., R. Paul Larsen, "Horticultural
Technology in Fruit Production,* in ibiad.

44
Kenneth R. Farrell, "The International Angle," Fruit
and Vegetable Harvest Mechanization: Manpower Implications. . . . .

pp. 161-62.

45
of labor market trends, arc based on the sources mentioned in footnote no.
37, in additien to the literature cited. It must be cmphasized
that there is insufficient empirical data available to systematically
support or refute these impressions.
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more than thirty years. Within the past decade that

concern has cxpanded to include impoverished scasonal farm
employees who do not migrate, National exposurc has been
through newspaper articles, special news reports on television
networks and local stations, congressional hearings, and

other media. 7

One of the first major steps toward legislation

to ameliorate migrants' living and working conditions was

taken in 1940, with the appointment of the Select Committece
to Investigate the Interstate Migration of Destitute
Citizens, by the U.S. louse of Representatives. The
Committee's report discussed such problem arcas as depressed
economnic conditions in home bhase areas, exploitative labor
contracting and transportation arrangements, conditions at
camps, health, education, and ecxemptions f{rom protecctions
of such programs as Eocial Security, the NatlonalGLdbal
Relations Act, and the Fair Labor Standards Act.

Ten years later, the problems of migrants again
received official recognition, through the apointment by
President Truman of a Commission on Migratory Labor. In
its more extensive report, the Commission identified the
same kinds of problems described earlier by the House,
including euemption from protective legislation. 1In
addition, the Commission submitted a large number of
specific recommnendations concerned with the adverse
cffects of foreign labor on the domestic migratory work
force, recruitment and hiring practices, inequitable
wages, the need for collective bargaining, inadecuate
housing both at camps and home bases, working conditions,
child labor, education, and the need for c@ard;natéd

ameliorative programs at the national level.

In spite of growing:recognition of the problems
of impoverished seasonal farm workecrs, no federal commit-
ment developed prior to the 1%60's. Critics had noted that,
up to that time, "more funds werc allocated for migratory

46
U.8., House of Representatives, Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, Select Committec to Investigate
the Interstate Migration of Destitute Citizens, Preliminary Peport,
76th Congress, 3rd Session, 1941, Report Ne. 3113, pp. 27-37.

47
U.5., President's Commission on Migratory Labor, 1950-
1951 (Truman), Migratory Labor in American Agriculture, the Commis-
sion's Report to the President (March Zh 1951), pp. 35, 66, 88,
103, 118, 134, 150, 159, 165, 17L, 177.
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birds than for migratory workers."da The beginning of
Congressional action was marked by the creation of the
Senate Subcommittee on Migratory Labor in 1959, which

held public hearings and made legislative recommendations
throughout the 1960's. Shortly after the Subcommittee

had begun its work, CBS News broadcast a special documentary
report, by Bdward R, Morrow, Harvest of Shame, dealing

with exploitation of migrants.®J And it was during the
decade of the 1960's that public awareness of the problems
of seasonal farm workers was expandoed by efforts to organize
consumcr boycotts by the United Farmworkers' Organizing
Committee,

. Much of the federal commitment Lo assist farm
workers was authorized by the Economic Opportunity act of
1964. Title III-B authorized funding of poverty program
grantces to provide health, education, housing, day care,
sanitation, and other scrvices to migratory and seasonal
farm workers.2® Under the VISTA program, volunteers were
assigned to work in migrant communities in sixteen states, !
Rural lcgal assistancc projects were funded to help secure
wages and public services to which migrants were entitled.

. « =

Among other legislative and administrative
developments during the decade was the passage of the
Migrant Health Act in 1962, which authorized the Public
Health Service to fund state and local agencies and organiza-
tions to provide' health and medical services to migrants.

In 1964, the "Bracero" program was allowed to expire, in
order .to relieve the domestic seasonal work force from
competition from Mexicean citizens.®% Also in 1964, the
Farm Labor Contractor Registration Act was passed in an
effort to protect workers from exploitative hiring

48
U.S., Senate, Report. . . , p. 41.

49
CBS Reports: Harvest of Shame, produced by David Lowe

(New York: Colunbia Broadcasting System, 1960), narrated by Edward R.-
Morrow. '

50

U.S5., Senate, Report. . ; Pp. 40=6.

51 52

53 54
Ibid., pp. 25-7. : Ibid., p. 11l.
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PractiCﬁS;SS In 1967, Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was amnonded to fund summer schools
and other special remedial programs for the children of

migrants, whose educations had been disrupted by migration,
as well as impeded by othey factors associated with poverty

and minority group status.”?® Also in 1967, the Dept. of
Labor (DOL) extended the protection of the Fair Labor
Standards Act to children doing hazardous farm work, and
stopped allowing employers to use aliens when d@mesgic
workers were on strike in a certified work dispute.”’

As the 1960's progresscd, appropriations for
EOA-III-B and ESEA-I-"migrant Amendment'" werec increased.
An increasing emphasis was placed on manpower development
programs, in the face of loss of jobs to mechanization.
And attempts were made to increase farm workers' influence
on their own behalf, through community participation
requirements in III-B grantee boards beyond those of other
program grantQQSiSd

In 1970, NBC News broadcast its own special
report on migrants, in which Chet Huntley stated that
after considering what Edward R. Morrow reported ten years

earlier, "It is our observation that recent reforms have had

little substantial effect on the cenditions of their lives.
The sgme sort of conclusions were presented in more detail
by a GAO report, which, after considering manpower,

education, housing, health, and day care programs for migra-

tory and seasonal farm workers, concluded that funding of

55 ) - o 56
Ibid., p. 81 Ibid., pp. 65-68
57
Ibid., pp. 77 and 64.

58

Boards responsible for administering local services for
farm workers, under EOA Title III-B, were required to have at least
51% recipient community membership, while boards of other kinds of
OEQ Community Action Agencies were required to have just 33 per cent.
Attempts to effect community participation by farm workers included
training and technical assistance services provided by Interstate
Research Associates, under contract to OEO to assist local grantees.

59
Migrant: An NBC White Paper, produced by -Martin Carr
{(New York: National Broadcasting Company, 1970), narrated by
Chet Huntley. ,
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existing programs had been too limited and uncoordinated
to achicve the desired impact on the target population,®

In fact, it seens impossible to assess the effects
governmental action have had on the welfarc of seasonal
farm workers who depend on that work for most or all of
their income. “he number of such workers and their families
is still unknown.® Attempts to draw valid samples in
order to accurately characterizc that population have becen
frustrated by methgdological problens and lack of interost
within government. b Program evaluations have rclied on
data supplicd by the agencices being evaluated, in spite of
the large number of eligible farm workers who, by the
programs' own admission, were never contacted.®?

The early yecars of the 1970's have seen dissolu-
tion of OEO, the cessation of activity by the Scnate Sub-
committee on Migratory Labor, and general reduction of

emphasis on categorical social service programns within
the federal gQVLlnment as revenue sharing and state and
local programmning expand. USDA continues LD report
declining migration, without publishing any hard evidence
that unskilled farm workers are being absorbed into other
types of employment. Land grant colleges continue to

60

U.S., Comptroller General, op. cit., pp. 1-5.

61
C¢.f. footnotes 1 and 6.

62

c.f. "Rolated Literature and Research" and "Sample of
Agricultural Workers' Families" for a discussion of methodological
problems facing past and current survey research.

USDA representatives explained to the Project Director
that cross-tabulation of Census data, or revision of USDA's work force
data collection design for the Current Population Survey, in order
to collect data on migratory and seasonal farm workers as described
here, lacks sufficient priority to justify the expense.

A represcntative of HEW's Assistant Secretary for Progranm
Planning and Evaluation, (ASPPE) concerned with HEW migrant program
evaluation through sample surveys, discounted the importance of
actual random sampling to obtaln statistically significant data
with a known degree of confidence for plamning and evaluation purposes.
ASPPE chose quasi-probabalistic approaches instead.

HEW SRS/RSD and RSA, through project liaison, appear
more concerned with program planning for disabled migrants, than with
establishing a planning data base with a known degree of confidence.:

63
U.S5., Comptroller General, op. cit.; and government
sources interviewed by the Project Director, listed in footnote 37.

’
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develop new mechanical and horticultural technology which
reduce jobs for unskilled scasonal workers.064 And certain
legislative reforms recommended for years in the areas of
the National Labor Relations Act, Migrant Health, nutrition,
Rural Housing, Rural Legal Aid, the Fair Labor Standards
Act, wage payment and collection protection, the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the Elementary and Sccondary Education
Act, manpower development and training, Farm Labor
Contractor Registration, Social Security, Workman's
Compensation, and sound research on the effectiveness of
OEO and other programs designed to benefit migr%gts, all
remain partially or wholly ignored by Congress.”-

It is against this background that RSA has pro-
posed to rehabilitate disabled migratory and seasonal farm
workers, to enable them to become productive and self-
sufficient citizens.

64

Federal policy has been characterized by some as being
more concerned with the efficiency of production by major agricul-
tural corporations, than with the welfare of agricultural workers
displaced by new technology. For a critical description of federal
policy toward agricultural research, see Jim Hightower, Hard
Tomatoes, Hard Times: The Failure of the Land Grant College Complex,
preliminary Report of the Task Force on the Land Grant College
Complex (Washington, D.C.: Agribusiness Accountability Project,
1972) , pp. 113-1419.

65
1 U.S., Scnate, Report. . ., PP: 19-112, presents a
comprehensive,, although somewhat outdated, summary of "Legislative

Accomplishments and Continuing Needs."
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